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Abstract

We examine a class of random walks in random environments on Z with bounded
jumps, a generalization of the classic one-dimensional model. The environments we
study have i.i.d. transition probability vectors drawn from Dirichlet distributions. For
this model, we characterize recurrence and transience, and in the transient case we
characterize ballisticity. For ballisticity, we give two parameters, κ0 and κ1. The
parameter κ0 governs finite trapping effects, and κ1 governs repeated traversals of
arbitrarily large regions of the graph. We show that the walk is right-transient if and
only if κ1 > 0, and in that case it is ballistic if and only if min(κ0, κ1) > 1.
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1 Introduction

This paper studies a special model of random walks in random environments (RWRE) on
Z. We allow jumps of bounded size, and assume transition probabilities at various sites are
drawn in an i.i.d. way according to a Dirichlet distribution.

RWRE were first treated in depth by F. Solomon [26] in 1975 and the study has since
grown in many directions. Solomon focused on nearest-neighbor RWRE on Z, characteriz-
ing directional transience and calculating limiting speed (under mild conditions) in terms of
simple, easily computable expectations involving the environment at a single site. One of
the main results from Solomon’s paper is that a RWRE can approach infinity almost surely,
but with an almost-sure limiting speed of zero, a surprising phenomenon that cannot occur
for random walks in homogenous or even periodic environments. A random walk is called
directionally transient if it has an almost-sure limiting direction. Under appropriate i.i.d.
assumptions on the environment, all directionally transient nearest-neighbor RWRE on Zd
have an almost-sure limiting velocity v (which can be 0). This is also true of RWRE with
bounded jumps on Z; see Appendix A. We say a directionally transient random walk is bal-
listic if the limiting velocity v is nonzero. The goal of this paper is to characterize directional
transience and ballisticity for the model of random walks in Dirichlet environments (RWDE)
on Z with bounded jumps.

RWRE have proven quite challenging to analyze in settings other than the nearest-
neighbor case of Z. For instance, although some sufficient conditions for directional tran-
sience and ballisticity have been studied for nearest-neighbor RWRE on Zd, no general char-
acterizations are known, and known sufficient conditions are often quite difficult to check
in practice. Nevertheless, certain special cases have proven to be more tractable. Examples
include random environments that almost surely have zero drift at every site (e.g., [19], [14],
[2]), random environments that are small perturbations of simple random walks (e.g., [7],
[27], [21], [5], [1]), and environments where transition probabilities are deterministic in some
directions and random in others (e.g., [4]). The case of RWDE is another notable exam-
ple. Many conjectures that remain open for general nearest-neighbor RWRE on Zd have
been proven for RWDE, including a characterization of directional transience for all d and a
characterization of ballisticity for d ≥ 3.

Dirichlet environments present a helpful case study for general RWRE, giving insight into
what sorts of behaviors are possible. For example, a noted conjecture (see [12]) asserts that
under an assumption of uniform ellipticity (where all transition probabilities are bounded
from below), nearest-neighbor RWRE on Zd, d ≥ 2, that are directionally transient are
necessarily ballistic. Certain RWDE provide a counterexample for the non–uniform elliptic
case [23], showing that the uniform ellipticity assumption is necessary for this conjecture.
At the same time, in the Dirichlet case, the factors that can cause ballisticity to fail are
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1 INTRODUCTION

entirely due to the non–uniform ellipticity property, providing some additional evidence for
the conjecture (see [6], [25, Remark 5.13]).

In the setting of RWRE on Z with bounded jumps—and of RWRE on a strip, a gen-
eralization of the bounded-jump model—directional transience and ballisticity have been
given various characterizationsy, most in terms of Lyapunov exponents of infinite products
of random matrices (see, for example, [18],[3],[9],[10], [20]). These exponents cannot in gen-
eral be computed exactly, although some of them can be well approximated. Moreover, the
characterizations of ballisticity have relied on various strong ellipticity assumptions, which
preclude the Dirichlet model.

Although RWDE have proven to be a fruitful model for nearest-neighbor RWRE on Zd, we
know of only one paper studying RWDE on Z with bounded jumps or on strips. That paper
[15] was the first to treat RWDE in any setting. It uses a connection between RWDE and
directed edge reinforced random walks to provide a characterization of directional transience
for the latter in the mold of [18]. That paper preceded the development of helpful tools that
have since been applied to the analysis of nearest-neighbor RWDE on Zd. Armed with these
tools, we now undertake a more comprehensive study of a special case of RWDE on a strip:
namely, RWDE on Z with bounded jumps.

We show that as with nearest-neighbor RWDE on Zd, directional transience is determined
by the direction of the annealed expectation of the first step, a fact that does not hold for
general RWRE. We also show that in the case where the annealed expectation of the first
step is 0, the walk is recurrent. We next turn to ballisticity. For i.i.d. RWRE on Z with
bounded jumps, there necessarily exists a deterministic v with limn→∞

Xn
n

= v almost surely
(see Appendix A). When the walk is recurrent, necessarily v = 0. We assume the walk is
transient to the right, so that v ≥ 0, and characterize the ballistic regime v > 0.

Our results on ballisticity comprise a sort of mixture of characterizations for the nearest-
neighbor cases on Z and on Zd, d ≥ 3. These characterizations are quite different from
each other, as they reflect substantially different ways that a walk may “get stuck.” (The
case d = 2 is still open.) For d ≥ 3, ballisticity has a simple characterization in terms of
a parameter κ0 (called κ in [6]). The fact that Dirichlet distributions are not uniformly
elliptic allows environments to contain arbitrarily severe “traps” where a walk can get stuck
for a long time. In fact, if enough parameters of the Dirichlet distribution are sufficiently
small, there are finite subgraphs whose annealed expected exit times are infinite, causing
zero limiting speed—see [29, Proposition 12], [25, Proposition 2]. The parameter κ0, which
represents the minimal amount of weight exiting a finite set, controls finite moments of the
quenched expected exit times of finite traps containing the origin. In the case d ≥ 3, a
directionally transient walk is ballistic if and only if κ0 > 1, reflecting the idea that finite
traps are the only way directional transience with zero speed can occur in the case d ≥ 3.

The case d = 1, where probabilities ω(x, x+ 1) of stepping to the right are given by beta
random variables with parameters (a, b), is different. Here, κ0 = a + b, and this parameter
still controls finite traps, but it is possible for a walk to have zero speed even if κ0 > 1. In
fact, ballisticity of walks transient to the right is controlled by another parameter, κ1 = a−b,
which is the unique positive number (studied in a more general setting by Kesten, Kozlov,

and Spitzer in [17], and there called κ) such that E
[(

1−ω(0,1)
ω(0,1)

)κ1]
= 1. In the case d = 1, a

walk that is transient to the right is ballistic if and only if κ1 > 1, by a direct application of
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1.1 Model 1 INTRODUCTION

the characterization of ballisticity given in [26]. Here, as in the case d ≥ 3, κ0 ≤ 1 is enough
to cause finite trapping that would slow the walk down to zero speed. However, because we
always have κ1 < κ0, the walk is already not ballistic in this case, and thus the value of κ1

alone determines ballisticity.
We find that the parameters κ0 and κ1 can be given definitions that apply to our model

as well, that unlike in the nearest-neighbor Z case, either may be greater than the other, and
that both must be greater than 1 in order to achieve ballisticity. As in the nearest-neighbor
cases, κ0 controls finite traps. We do not give an explicit formula for κ0, which is defined
as an infimum over an infinite set of sums, but we show that it is in fact a minimum over
finitely many sums, and provide an algorithm to compute it directly. The parameter κ1 has
a simple formula as a weighted sum of Dirichlet parameters, which reduces to a − b in the
nearest-neighbor beta case. When κ0 ≤ 1, the walk has zero speed because of the relatively
high likelihood of getting stuck in a region of bounded size for a long time. When κ1 ≤ 1,
the walk has zero speed because of the relatively high likelihood of repeatedly backtracking
over regions of all sizes. When both are greater than 1, the walk is ballistic

The appearance of the dual possibilities of finite trapping and large-scale backtracking
seems to be a new phenomenon in RWRE with bounded jumps. Previous characterizations
of ballisticity use ellipticity assumptions strong enough to preclude finite trapping, and
therefore do not cover cases where walks can get stuck in these two different ways. Part of
our characterization for the Dirichlet case involves showing that the two forms of slowing
“act independently” in the sense that if neither finite trapping nor large-scale backtracking
is by itself enough to cause zero speed, the two together cannot cause zero speed; the walk
is ballistic. We ask whether this is true for general RWRE on Z with bounded jumps; see
Question 1.1.

While our main results are for RWDE, part of the proof requires obtaining some results
that apply to general RWRE on Z with bounded jumps. We present a new abstract criterion
for ballisticity, showing that the walk is ballistic if and only if the annealed expected number
of returns to the origin is finite. To do this, we define a “walk from −∞ to ∞” in a
typical environment where transience to the right holds, and the almost-sure limiting speed
of this bi-infinite walk is the reciprocal of the expected amount of time it spends at 0 under
an appropriate annealed measure. Thus, the limiting speed is zero precisely when this
expectation is infinite. We show that this expectation in turn is infinite if and only if the
expected amount of time at 0 for a walk started at 0 is infinite. While for general models
we do not know how to check the finiteness of this expectation, we are able to do so for our
Dirichlet model, showing that it is finite if and only if min(κ0, κ1) > 1.

1.1 Model

Because there are many definitions and symbols introduced throughout this paper, we pro-
vide an appendix to help the reader keep track of notation that is introduced outside of this
subsection or that is particularly unusual.

Let L and R be positive integers, and let (αi)
R
i=−L be non-negative real numbers, with

αL, αR > 0. Assume that the gcd of all i with αi > 0 is 1. We are interested in a random
walks in Dirichlet random environments on Z with jumps to the left up to L steps and to
the right up to R steps, with transition probability vectors given by i.i.d. Dirichlet random
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1.1 Model 1 INTRODUCTION

vectors with parameters (αi)
R
i=−L. To define these concepts explicitly, we will first define the

more general notion of random walks in random environments.
Random Walks in Random Environments
Let V be a finite or countable set, and let Ω =

∏
x∈V M1(V ), where M1(V ) is the

set of probability measures on V , endowed with the topology of weak convergence. An
environment on V is an element ω ∈ Ω, which can be thought of as a function from V × V
to [0, 1], with

∑
y∈V ω(x, y) = 1 for all x. For a given environment ω and x ∈ V , we can

define P x
ω to be the measure on V N0 giving the law of a Markov chain (Xn)∞n=0 started at x

with transition probabilities given by ω. That is, P x
ω (X0 = x) = 1, and for n ≥ 1, y ∈ V ,

P x
ω (Xn+1 = y|X0, . . . , Xn) = ω(Xn, y).

Let FV be the Borel sigma field on ΩV (with respect to the product topology), and let
P be a probability measure on (ΩV ,FV ) (we often leave the FV implicit and say P is a
probability measure on ΩV ). For a given x ∈ V , we let Px = P × P x

ω be the measure on
ΩV × V N0 induced by both P and Pω. That is, for measurable events A ⊂ ΩV , B ⊂ V N0 ,

Px(A×B) =

∫
A

P x
ω (B)P (dω)

In particular, Px(ΩV × B) = E [P x
ω (B)]. For convenience, we commit a small abuse of

notation by using Px to refer both to the measure we’ve described on ΩV × V N0 and also
to its marginal Px(ΩV × ·) on V N0 . We call a measure P x

ω on V N0 a quenched measure of
a random walk in random environment on V started at x, and we call the measure Px the
annealed measure.

In this paper, V is nearly always Z or a subset of Z. In the case where V ⊂ Z, we can
consider an environment ω on V to be the projection of an environment on Z by assigning
arbitrary transition probability vectors at states x /∈ V . Likewise, a measure P on ΩV may
be thought of as, for example, a measure on ΩZ with ω(x, y) = 1{y=x} for x /∈ V , P–a.s.
Though we do not emphasize it in the body of this paper, all environments considered are
assumed to live in the space ΩZ, and all measures on environment spaces are measures on
ΩZ. This allows us to intelligibly compare probabilities of the same event under different
annealed measures, even if one of the measures is concentrated on walks that remain in a
finite part of Z.

As another notational convenience, we will use interval notation to denote sets of con-
secutive integers in the state space Z, rather than subsets of R. Thus, for example, we will
use [1,∞) to denote the set of integers to the right of 0. However, we make one exception,
using [0, 1] to denote the set of all real numbers from 0 to 1.

In the case where V = Z, for each x ∈ Z we let ωx ∈ M1(Z) be the measure on Z given
by ωx(y) = ω(x, x+ y). Thus, ω = (ωx)x∈Z is the generic element of Ω. For a subset S ⊆ Z,
let ωS = (ωx)x∈S. In the case where S is a half-infinite interval, we simplify our notation by
using ω≤x to denote ω(−∞,x], and similarly with ω<x, ω≥x, and ω>x. A common assumption,
which our model will satisfy, is that the {ωx}x∈Z are i.i.d. under P .
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1.1 Model 1 INTRODUCTION

Figure 1: A portion of the graph G with L = R = 2

Random Walks in Dirichlet Environments
Let H = (V,E,w) be a weighted directed graph with vertex set V , edge set1 E ⊆ V ×V ,

and a weight function w : E → R>0. If e = (x, y) ∈ E, we say that e is an edge from x to y,
and we say the head of e is e = y and the tail of e is e = x. We say a set S ⊂ V is strongly
connected if for all x, y ∈ S, there is a path from x to y in H using only vertices in S. To the
weighted directed graph H, we can associate the Dirichlet measure PH on (ΩV ,FV ), which
we now describe.

Recall the definition of the Dirichlet distribution: for a finite set I, take parameters
a = (ai)i∈I , with ai > 0 for all i. The Dirichlet distribution with these parameters is a
probability distribution on the simplex ∆I := {(xi)i∈I :

∑
i∈I xi = 1} with density

D ((xi)i∈I) = C(a)
∏
i∈I

xai−1
i ,

where C(a) is a normalizing constant.
Define PH to be the measure on ΩV under which transition probabilities at the various

vertices x ∈ V are independent, and for each vertex x ∈ V , (ω(x, e))e=x is distributed
according to a Dirichlet distribution with parameters (w(e))e=x. (Or, if V ⊂ Z, let PH be
any measure on ΩZ satisfying this description.2) With PH-probability 1, ω(x, y) > 0 if and
only if (x, y) ∈ E for all x, y ∈ V . We will call a random environment chosen according to
PH a Dirichlet environment on H. We will use EH to denote the associated expectation, and
PxH and ExH to denote the annealed measure and expectations.

We let G be the graph with vertex set Z, edge set {(x, y) ∈ Z×Z : −L ≤ y−x ≤ R,αy−x >
0}, and weight function (x, y) 7→ αy−x. An example with L = R = 2 is represented in Figure
1 (here, and in other illustrations of graphs, we depict the case where α0 = 0, but our model
does allow for α0 > 0).

Our main concern in this paper is to characterize almost-sure recurrence, directional
transience, and ballisticity of a random walk in a Dirichlet environment on G started at 0 in
terms of the αi.

1We define weighted directed graphs in a way that precludes multiple edges from sharing the same
head and tail. However, we could expand our definition to include weighted directed multigraphs, and
natural generalizations of the results that are true for graphs as we define them would still hold. Describing
these generalizations would cause some notational inconvenience that is unnecessary for our purposes, such
as defining random walks that keep track of edges taken as well as vertices visited. Nevertheless, we use
multigraphs in our illustrations as a visual aid. Multiple edges from one vertex to another in our illustrations
can be interpreted as a single edge whose weight is the sum of the weights of the edges depicted. By the
amalgamation property reviewed in Section 2, identifying or splitting these edges that share the same head
and tail does not affect the distributions of transition probability vectors between sites.

2The measure PH is then technically not unique, but its marginal on the set {ωV : ω ∈ ΩZ} is unique,
and that is all that will matter for our purposes.
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1.2 Results 1 INTRODUCTION

Our assumption that αL, αR > 0 is without loss of generality, since L can be defined as
the minimum i with αi > 0, and R as the maximum of these i. Our assumption that L
and R are positive means it is possible for the walk to move in both directions. Otherwise,
directional transience and ballisticity are trivial.3 The assumption that the gcd of all the i
such that αi > 0 is 1 is needed to ensure that the Markov chain under P 0

ω is almost surely
irreducible. It is without loss of generality because dividing all the i by their gcd g yields a
graph G ′ where the law of (ω(gx, gy))x,y∈Z under PG′ is the same as the law of (ω(x, y))x,y∈Z
under PG, and thus the law of (gXn)∞n=0 under PG′ is the law of (Xn)∞n=0 under PG. From
this assumption, it follows that there is an m large enough that every interval of length
m is strongly connected in G. Let m0 be such an integer, chosen large enough that also
m0 ≥ max(L,R). We will use this m0 in several proofs throughout this paper.

1.2 Results

It has been shown [30] that for nearest-neighbor random walks in Dirichlet environments in
Zd, d ≥ 1, if the annealed expected position of the first step is nonzero, then its direction
is the direction of almost-sure transience. A remark in that paper points out that the proof
also works for the bounded-jump case.

Let d+ =
∑R

i=1 iαi and d− =
∑−1

i=−L |i|αi. Then κ1 := d+ − d− is the weighted sum of
the weights αi, and its sign is the sign of E0

G[X1]. In fact, let c+ and c− be the unweighted

sums
∑R

i=1 αi and
∑−1

i=−L αi, respectively. Then one can check using the well known Lemma
2.1, which we recall below, or simply using the expectation of a beta random variable, that
E0
G[X1] = κ1

c−+α0+c+
.

Applying the results from [30] with d = 1 yields a characterization of directional tran-
sience for our model in the case where κ1 6= 0. To complete the characterization, we prove
in Section 3 that the walk is recurrent in the case κ1 = 0. We also outline a version of the
argument from [30], because it is a bit simpler in one dimension and because similar ideas
are used in the proof for the case κ1 = 0, and to a lesser extent for later proofs in this paper.

Theorem 1.1. The directional transience of the walk is determined by the sign of κ1 in the
following way:

1. If κ1 > 0, then limn→∞Xn =∞, P0
G–a.s.

2. If κ1 < 0, then limn→∞Xn = −∞, P0
G–a.s.

3. If κ1 = 0, then −∞ = lim infn→∞Xn < lim supn→∞Xn =∞, P0
G–a.s.

Our goal in Sections 4 and 5 is to investigate the limit v := limn→∞
Xn
n

, showing that it
exists and characterizing when it is positive. Section 4 provides characterizations of ballistic-
ity for a more general setting than the Dirichlet model. We consider the following conditions
for a probability measure P on ΩZ:

(C1) The {ωx}x∈Z are i.i.d. under P .

3Indeed, the walk has |v| ≥ 1 if α0 = 0, and if α0 > 0, one can easily check that v > 0 if and only if∑
i 6=0 αi > 1, which is what is needed to guarantee finite expected time to exit a self-loop.
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1.2 Results 1 INTRODUCTION

(C2) For P–a.e. environment ω, the Markov chain induced by P 0
ω is irreducible.

(C3) For P–a.e. environment ω, ω(a, b) = 0 whenever b is outside [a− L, a+R].

It was shown in [18] that under these assumptions, a 0-1 law holds for directional transience.
That is, the walk is either almost surely transient to the right, almost surely transient to
the left, or almost surely recurrent. We show that under these assumptions, the limit v
necessarily exists. In the recurrent case, it necessarily holds that v = 0. We then provide
two abstract characterizations of ballisticity under the following additional assumption.

(C4) For P–a.e. environment ω, limn→∞Xn =∞, P 0
ω–a.s.

By symmetry, our characterizations also handle the case where the walk is transient to the
left, and thus by the 0-1 law for directional transience, completely characterize the regime
v 6= 0 for all measures P satisfying (C1), (C2), and (C3).

The first characterization strengthens one given by Brémont, who showed (see [8, Theo-
rem 3.7], [9, Proposition 9.1]) that for a walk that is transient to the right, v > 0 if and only
if the annealed expected time to reach [1,∞) is finite. Brémont’s works used an ellipticity
assumption that is too strong to apply to our Dirichlet environments. We therefore prove
the lemma without the assumption.

To formally state it, we must establish notation for hitting times. For a given walk
X = (Xn)∞n=0, we define Hx(X) to be the first time the walk hits x ∈ Z. That is,

Hx(X) = inf{n ∈ N0 : Xn = x}

We usually write it as Hx when we can do so without ambiguity. For a subset S ⊂ Z, let
HS = minx∈S Hx. First positive hitting times are denoted as H̃x or H̃S. That is,

H̃x(X) = inf{n ∈ N : Xn = x},

and H̃S = minx∈S H̃x. If the set is the half-infinite interval [x,∞), we use H≥x to denote its
hitting time, and similarly with H>x, H≤x, and H>x.

Lemma 1.2. Let P be a probability measure on ΩZ satisfying (C1), (C2), (C3), and (C4).
Then v > 0 if and only if E0[H≥1] <∞, where H≥1 is the first time the walk hits [1,∞).

This characterization is quite natural, given that in the nearest-neighbor case we in fact
have the identity v = 1/E0[H≥1], where the fraction is understood to be 0 if the denominator
is infinite. However, although it is natural, we do not know a way to check it directly in
the (L,R) case, even for Dirichlet environments. We therefore use Lemma 1.2 as well as a
construction of a “walk from −∞ to ∞”, to provide another criterion for ballisticity, which
is based on the expected number of visits to a specific site.

For a walk X = (Xn)∞n=0 on a vertex set V with x ∈ V , Nx(X) = #{n ∈ N0 : Xn = x} is
the number of times the walk is at site x. We usually write it as Nx if we are able to do so
without ambiguity. For a subset S ⊂ Z, let NS =

∑
x∈S Nx. We prove the following lemma

in Section 4.

Lemma 1.3. Let P be a probability measure on ΩZ satisfying (C1), (C2), (C3), and (C4).
Then v > 0 if and only if E0[N0] = E[E0

ω[N0]] <∞.
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1.2 Results 1 INTRODUCTION

Thus, the question of ballisticity is reduced to the integrability of the “Green function”
E0
ω[N0] under the measure on environments. We devote Section 5 to answering this question

in the case of our Dirichlet measure PG. In fact, we go further and characterize integribility
of E0

ω[N0]s for any s > 0. This is done in terms of two parameters; one we call κ0, and
the other is κ1 = d+ − d−. Although we always have κ0 > κ1 in the case L = R = 1, the
ordered pair (κ0, κ1) can take on any value in the first quadrant of R2 in the general case
(see Proposition B.2).

For a weighted, directed graph H = (V,E,w) and vertex x ∈ V , one may define κ0 =
κ0(H, x) as the minimal total weight of edges exiting a finite, strongly connected set of
vertices containing x in H. We give a precise definition for our graph G in Section 5.1; see
(21) (the definition is not vertex-dependent due to the translation-invariance of G). The
smaller κ0(H, x) is, the greater is the propensity of a walk drawn according to PxH to get
stuck for a long time in a finite trap containing x [29]. This parameter is the “κ” defined
for Zd in [6]. In that model, the walks are nearest-neighbor, and so the underlying directed
graph has an edge from x to y precisely when x and y are adjacent. There, it can easily
be shown that the worst traps are just pairs of vertices, and so κ0 has an explicit formula
as a minimum of d different sums of edge weights. By contrast, our model encompasses
many underlying directed graphs (even before assignment of weights). For each underlying
directed graph there is a different formula for κ0 as a minimum of finitely many sums, but
we do not have a general method to find the formula given a particular underlying directed
graph. This is because we have no simple general way to know what the worst finite traps
look like. However, we find the formula in several examples in Appendix B, and show in
Proposition 5.1 that κ0 can be calculated directly from L, R, and the specific values of the
αi, even without a general formula in terms of the αi.

This parameter κ0 plays an important role in the integrability of E0
ω[N0]. For a set S ⊆ Z,

and for x ∈ S, define NS
x to be the amount of time a walk spends at x before leaving S

for the first time (we always have NS
x ≤ Nx). We define κ0 as an infimum of sums of edge

weights. This infimum is over an infinite set, but once we can show that it is actually a
minimum, the following theorem follows almost immediately from [29, Theorem 1].

Theorem 1.4. For s > 0, the following are equivalent:

(a) κ0 ≤ s.

(b) For all sufficiently large M , EG

[
E0
ω

[
N

[−M,0]
0

]s]
=∞.

(c) For some M ≥ 0, EG

[
E0
ω

[
N

[−M,M ]
0

]s]
=∞.

Letting s = 1, the implication (a)⇒(b) or (a)⇒(c) shows that if κ0 ≤ 1, then E0
G[N0] =∞,

which by Lemma 1.3 implies v = 0. We include condition (b) because the implication
(a)⇒(b) allows one to arrive at the same conclusion using Lemma 1.2 (by showing that
κ0 ≤ 1 implies E0

G[H≥1] =∞).
While κ0 controls the moments of the quenched expected amount of time the walk spends

at 0 before exiting a finite region of the graph, the parameter κ1 = d+ − d− controls, in
the same way, the moments of the quenched expected number of times the walk traverses

9



1.2 Results 1 INTRODUCTION

arbitrarily large regions of the graph. For x < y ∈ Z, we define the following functions of a
walk X:

• Nx,y(X) = #
{
n ∈ N0 : Xn = x, sup{j < n : Xj = y} > sup{j < n : Xj = x}

}
is the

number of times the walk hits x after more recently having hit y, or the number of
“trips from y to x”.

• N ′x,y(X) := #
{
n ∈ N0 : Xn ≤ x, sup{j < n : Xj ≥ y} > sup{j < n : Xj ≤ x}

}
is the

number of trips leftward across [x, y].

Again, we write these as Nx,y and N ′x,y if we can do so without ambiguity. Note that
Nx ≥ Nx,y, and also N ′x,y ≥ Nx,y. We prove the following theorem.

Theorem 1.5. Let κ1 > 0, so that the walk is transient to the right. Then, if s > 0, the
following are equivalent:

(a) κ1 > s.

(b) There is an M ≥ 0 such that for all x, y ∈ Z with y − x ≥M , EG
[
E0
ω[N ′x,y]

s
]
<∞.

(c) There exist x < y ∈ Z such that EG [E0
ω[Nx,y]

s] <∞.

The proof of Theorem 1.5 is long and naturally divides into two parts, so we prove the
parts separately as Proposition 5.4 and Proposition 5.5. Letting s = 1, the contrapositive
of the implication (c)⇒(a) tells us that if κ1 ≤ 1, then E0

G[N0] = ∞, which by Lemma 1.3
implies v = 0.

Combining the theorems stated so far, we can see that if κ0 ≤ 1, then the walk is not
ballistic due to finite trapping, and that if κ1 ≤ 1, then the walk is not ballistic due to
large-scale backtracking. We would like to show that if both parameters are greater than 1,
then the walk is ballistic. For every environment ω on Z and every M > 0, we have

E0
ω[N0] = E0

ω

[
N

[−M,M ]
0

]
E0
ω

[
#

{
Times exiting [−M,M ]
and then returning to 0

}]
. (1)

The first expectation on the right relates to finite trapping, and the second to large-scale back-

tracking. By Theorem 1.4, the term E0
ω

[
N

[−M,M ]
0

]
has finite moments up to κ0 under PG for

M sufficiently large. And the number of times exiting [−M,M ] and returning to 0 is between

N−M−1,0 +N0,M+1 and N ′−M−1,0 +N ′0,M+1, so the term E0
ω

[
#

{
Times exiting [−M,M ]
and then returning to 0

}]
has finite moments up to κ1 by Theorem 1.5. If the two terms on the right side of (1) were in-
dependent under PG, we could conclude that EG[E

0
ω[N0]s] <∞ if and only if s < min(κ0, κ1).

However, they are not independent. We therefore ask whether it is possible that the phe-
nomena of finite trapping and large-scale backtracking may conspire together to prevent
ballisticity, even if neither is strong enough to do it on its own. This question is of interest
for general RWRE on Z with bounded jumps.

10
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Question 1.1. Let P be a measure satisfying (C1), (C2), (C3), and (C4), under which both

terms on the right of (1) have finite expectation for all M ; that is, E
[
E0
ω

[
N

[−M,M ]
0

]]
<∞

and E

[
E0
ω

[
#

{
Times exiting [−M,M ]
and then returning to 0

}]]
<∞. Does it necessarily follow that E0[N0] =

E[E0
ω[N0]] <∞?

We are able to answer this question in the affirmative for our Dirichlet model. In fact,
we characterize all finite moments of E0

ω[N0] under PG.

Theorem 1.6. Assume κ1 > 0. Then EG
[
(E0

ω[N0])
s]
<∞ if and only if s < min(κ0, κ1).

Combining this with Lemma 1.3, we get a complete characterization of ballisticity.

Theorem 1.7. Assume κ1 > 0. Then the walk is ballistic if and only if min(κ0, κ1) > 1.

1.3 Acknowledgments

The author thanks his advisor, Jonathon Peterson, for suggesting the problem and for his
mentorship.

2 Background on Dirichlet Environments

For a more comprehensive overview of random walks in Dirichlet environments, their prop-
erties, known results, and techniques used to achieve those results, see [25]. Here, we review
specific results that will be useful to us. To begin with, we recall some important properties
of Dirichlet distributions.

Property (Amalgamation). Assume (Ui)i∈I has Dirichlet distribution on ∆I with param-
eters (ai)i∈I . Let I1, . . . , Ir be a partition of I. The random vector

(∑
i∈Ik Ui

)
1≤k≤r on

the simplex {(xi)ri=1 :
∑r

i=1 xi = 1} follows the Dirichlet distribution with parameters(∑
i∈Ik ai

)
1≤k≤r.

Property (Restriction). Assume (Ui)i∈I has Dirichlet distribution on ∆I with parameters

(ai)i∈I . Let J be a nonempty subset of I. The random vector
(

Ui∑
j∈J Uj

)
i∈J

, which takes

values on the simplex ∆J , follows the Dirichlet distribution with parameters (ai)i∈J and is
independent of

∑
j∈J Uj. It is also independent of (Uk)k/∈J .

By the amalgamation property, the marginal distribution of each coordinate of a Dirichlet
random vector is a beta distribution. The next property bounds the probability that a beta
random variable is small.

Property (Moments). Assume X is a beta random variable with parameters (a, b). Then
there exists constants 0 < c < C such that for all ε ∈ [0, 1],

cεa ≤ P (X < ε) ≤ Cεa. (2)

In particular, E
[

1
Xs

]
<∞ if and only if s < a.

11
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Dirichlet environments were first studied for their connection to a stochastic process
called a directed edge reinforced random walks (DERRW), which we now define. For a
weighted directed graph H = (V,E,w), and for an initial vertex x0 ∈ V , we define the
stochastic processes (Xn)∞n=0 and (r(e, n))e∈E,n≥0 as follows: with probability 1, X0 = x0 and
r(e, 0) = w(e) for all e. If Xn = x and e1 is an edge with e = x (i.e., the edge is rooted at

x), then the walk takes edge e1, so that Xn+1 = e1, with probability r(e1,n)∑
e=x r(e,n)

. Each time

an edge is taken, its weight r is increased by 1; otherwise, weights do not change. That is,

r(e, n + 1) =

{
r(e, n) + 1 if (Xn, Xn+1) = e

r(e, n) otherwise
. The process (Xn)∞n=0 is the DERRW on H

started at x0. The following lemma was first shown in [13] and [15].

Lemma 2.1. Let V be a set, and let H = (V,E,w) be a weighted directed graph with vertex
set V . Then the law of a DERRW on H = (V,E,w) started at vertex x is the annealed law
PxH of the RWDE on H.

We now describe an important time-reversal lemma for Dirichlet environments. Let
H = (V,E,w) be a weighted directed graph, and let PH be the associated product Dirichlet
measure on the set ΩV of environments on V .

For a vertex x ∈ V , the divergence of x in H is div(x) =
∑

e=xw(e)−
∑

e=xw(e). If the
divergence is zero for all x, we say the graph H has zero divergence.

Now if H is a finite, strongly connected graph, then for PH–a.e. ω ∈ ΩV , there exists an
invariant probability for the Markov chain corresponding to ω. Call this invariant measure
πω. Define the time reversed environment ω̌ by

ω̌(x, y) :=
πω(y)

πω(x)
ω(y, x)

One can check that ω̌ is an environment and that the probability, under ω, of taking any
loop is equal to the probability, under ω̌, of taking the reversed loop; that is, for a path
(v0, v1, . . . , vn = v0), we have

P v0
ω (X1 = v1, X2 = v2, . . . , Xn = vn) = P v0

ω̌ (X1 = vn−1, X2 = vn−2, . . . , Xn = v0).

See [24] for details. The following lemma can be proven using Lemma 2.1. It was first
proven analytically in [22], and its probabilistic proof was first given in [24]. Let Ȟ be the
graph made by reversing all edges of H and keeping the same weights.4, and let PȞ be the
associated measure on ΩV .

Lemma 2.2 ([25], Lemma 3.1). If the graph H has zero divergence, then the law of ω̌ is PȞ.

In other words, drawing an environment ω according to PH and then time-reversing it is
the same as reversing the edges of H to get Ȟ and then drawing an environment according
to PȞ. This lemma implies that the probability, under PH, of taking any loop is equal to
the probability, under PȞ, of taking the reversed loop. Indeed, for our purposes, the use of
Lemma 2.2 comes from the following corollary.

4Formally, if e = (a, b), then let ě = (b, a). Then define w̌(ě) = w(e) and Ě = {ě : e ∈ E}. Now let
Ȟ = (V, Ě, w̌).
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3 RECURRENCE AND TRANSIENCE

Corollary 2.3. Let H be as described above, and let x, y ∈ V such that there is an edge e
from y to x in H. Then, letting H̃x denote the first positive hitting time of x,

1. The law of P x
ω (XH̃x−1 = y) under PH is the law of P x

ω (X1 = y) = ω(x, y) under PȞ.

2. PxH(XH̃x−1 = y) = PxȞ(X1 = y) = w(y,x)∑
v∈V w(v,x)

.

The formula for the probability as a fraction comes from either Lemma 2.1 or the fact
that the expectation of a beta random variable with parameters (a, b) is a

a+b
.

The next lemma we recall was proven by Tournier [29]. We will refer to it as Tournier’s
lemma. For a set S ⊆ V , define

βS :=
∑

e∈S, e/∈S

w(e). (3)

This parameter βS is the sum of the weights of all edges exiting the set S.

Lemma 2.4 (see [29], Theorems 1 and 2). Let H = (V ∪ {∂}, E, w) be a finite weighted
directed graph with ∂ a unique sink reachable from every other site. We denote by PH the
corresponding Dirichlet distribution on environments.

For every s > 0, the following statements are equivalent:

1. EH[Ex
ω[Nx]

s] <∞.

2. For every strongly connected subset S of V with x ∈ S, βS > s.

In particular, by letting s = 1, we see that ExH[Nx] <∞ if and only if for every strongly
connected subset S of V containing x, βS > 1. The formulation given in Theorem 1 of [29] is
in terms of strongly connected sets of edges rather than vertices, but implies ours. Tournier
defines a set A of edges to be strongly connected if all heads and tails of edges in A can
communicate only through A, and for such a set defines βA to be the sum of weights of edges
that are not in A but share tails with edges in A. Every βS for a set S of vertices is βA for
the set A of edges between vertices in S. On the other hand, for any strongly connected set
A of edges, one can take S to be the set of heads or tails of edges in A and take A′ to be the
set of edges between vertices in S (so that A ⊂ A′). Then βS = βA′ < βA. From this, one
can check that Tournier’s formulation implies ours.

3 Recurrence and Transience

In this section, we are to prove the characterization of recurrence and directional transience
given in Theorem 1.1.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Case 1: κ1 > 0. This follows from [30, Corollary 1], but we outline
the proof for the one-dimensional case. We are to show that limn→∞

Xn
n

= ∞, P0
G–a.s. The

steps are as follows:

(a) Show that P0
G(H≥M < H̃≤0) is bounded away from 0 as M approaches∞. (This is shown

in [30, Theorem 1]).
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3 RECURRENCE AND TRANSIENCE

Figure 2: The graph GM

(b) Taking limits, conclude that P0
G(H̃≤0 = ∞) > 0, implying the walk is transient to the

right with positive probability.

(c) Use the 0-1 law [18, Theorem 11] to conclude that if the probability of transience to the
right is positive, it is 1.

We outline the proof of (a) for convenient reference. For M > R + L, we consider a
weighted directed graph GM with vertex set [0,M ]. Each vertex in [1,M − 1] has the same
edges with the same weights as those on G, except that edges that would terminate at points
less than zero are simply edges to the point 0, and edges that would terminate at points
greater than M are simply edges to the point M . If this would result in multi-edges, each
multi-edge is replaced with a single edge whose weight is the sum of the weights in the multi-
edge; however, we leave the multi-edges in our illustrations in order to show more clearly
where this occurs. Based on the edges and weights we’ve described so far, zero divergence
already holds at points from R + 1 to M − L − 1, but points to the left of R and to the
right of M − L are “missing” incoming weights from vertices to the left of 0 and to the
right of M , respectively. Therefore, to each vertex 1 ≤ j ≤ R, we add an edge from 0 with
weight

∑R
i=j αi (depicted in Figure 2 as a multi-edge) in order to achieve zero divergence at j.

Likewise, to each edge M −L ≤ j ≤M , we add an edge from M with weight
∑M−j

i=M−L αi−M .
Based on these weights, the site 0 has incoming weight d− and outgoing weight d+, and the
site M has incoming weight d+ and outgoing weight d−. To adjust for this, we add a special
edge from M to 0 with weight d+ − d− = κ1.

Now the graph satisfies the zero-divergence property. This is the graph GM , pictured in
Figure 2. For now, the usefulness of GM comes from the following claim, which we prove in
its entirety because the ideas in its proof will be referenced several times throughout this
paper.

Claim 1.1.1.
PxG(H≥M < H≤0) = PxGM (HM < H0), 0 < x < M. (4)

To prove this, consider for each environment ω on Z a modified environment ω′, where
transition probabilities between sites in [1,M − 1] are the same as in ω, but for each i ∈
[M − R,M − 1], ω′(i,M) =

∑
j≥M ω(i, j), and for each i ∈ [1, R], ω′(i, 0) =

∑
j≤0 ω(i, j).

Then by construction, a walk drawn according to P x
ω′ for any x strictly between 0 and M

and stopped when it hits 0 or M follows the same law (except possibly for the terminating
site) as the law of a walk drawn according to P x

ω and stopped when it reaches (−∞, 0] or

14



3 RECURRENCE AND TRANSIENCE

[M,∞). In particular,

P x
ω (H≥M < H≤0) = P x

ω′(HM < H0), 0 < x < M.

On the other hand, by the amalgamation property of Dirichlet random vectors, we also see
that for every y ∈ [1,M − 1], the law of (ω′)x under PG is a Dirichlet distribution, and in
fact is the same as the law of ωx under PGM . Hence, for each 0 < x < M , we have

PxG(H≥M < H≤0) = EG [P x
ω (H≥M < H≤0)]

= EG [P x
ω′(HM < H0)]

= EGM [P x
ω (HM < H0)]

= PxGM (HM < H0).

This proves the claim.
From Corollary 2.3 (2), we can get P0

GM (HM < H̃0) ≥ κ1
d+

. We can use Claim 1.1.1 to

show that P0
GM (HM < H̃0) ≤ PRG (H≥M < H≤0). Putting the two together, we get

PRG (H≥M < H≤0) ≥ κ1

d+

for all M . By independence of sites, we then have

P0
G(H≥M < H̃≤0) ≥ PG(X1 = R)PRG (H≥M < H≤0)

≥ PG(X1 = R)
κ1

d+
.

This is the bound we needed to finish case 1.
Case 2: κ1 < 0. This follows from Case 1 by symmetry.
Case 3: κ1 = 0.
Again, let M > R+ L. We will define a graph HM with vertex set [−M,M ]. The edges

in HM are defined in much the same way as those in GM : for vertices other than endpoints,
edges are the same, except that edges with heads to the left of −M and the right of M
become edges to −M and M , respectively (again, multi-edges can be amalgamated into
single edges to fit our definitions, but we leave multi-edges in our illustration for clarity).
As in the case of GM , we add edges from the left and right endpoints to vertices nearby as
needed to achieve zero divergence on those vertices, but since d+ = d−, no edge from M to
−M is then needed to achieve zero divergence at the endpoints. Finally, we add edges of
weight 1 from 0 to −M and from −M to 0, which maintains the zero-divergence condition
(the weight 1 is arbitrary; any positive weight would work). An example of the graph HM

is depicted in Figure 3.
Assume for a contradiction that the walk on Z is transient, PG–a.s. By the 0-1 law of

[18] it is directionally transient; and without loss of generality assume it is transient to the
right. We define T−M→0 = inf{n ∈ N : Xn = 0, Xn−1 = −M}. Note that {H̃0 = T−M→0} =
{XH̃0−1 = −M} is the event that the first return to zero is by the special edge. We make
the following claim.

Claim 1.1.2. There exists c < 1 such that for all large enough M , P−MHM (H0 = T−M→0) < c.
That is, the probability, starting from −M , that the first visit to 0 is by the special edge
from M to 0, is bounded away from 1.
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Figure 3: The graph HM , with L = R = 2

To prove the claim, it suffices to show that P−MHM (H0 6= T−M→0) is bounded away from
0. Recall that m0 ≥ max(L,R) is large enough that every interval of length m0 is strongly
connected in G. Let M ≥ m. We then have

min
0≤i≤R−1

PiHM (H0 < H[0,m0−1]c) = b > 0, (5)

and b does not depend on M . Now by independence of sites and the strong Markov property,

P−MHM (H̃0 6= T−M→0) ≥ P−MHM (X1 = R−M)P−M+R
HM (H≥0 < H<−M+R) min

0≤i≤R−1
PiHM (H0 < H[0,m0−1]c)

=
αR
d+

P−M+R
HM (H≥0 < H<−M+R)b. (6)

Again, the equality comes from either Lemma 2.1 or the expectation of a beta random
variable, along with (5). But arguing along the same lines as in Claim 1.1.1, we can see
that paths that do not exit (−M,M) have the same probability under P−M+R

G and P−M+R
HM .

Therefore, we have

P−M+R
HM (H≥0 < H<−M+R) = P−M+R

G (H≥0 < H<−M+R)

≥ P−M+R
G (H<−M+R =∞)

= P0
G(H<0 =∞) > 0. (7)

Now (6) and (7) together give us

P−MHM (H̃0 6= T−M→0) ≥ αR
d+

P0
G(H<0 =∞)b.

Because the last term is positive and does not depend on M , our claim is proven.
We now note, by Corollary 2.3 (2),

P0
HM (H̃0 = T−M→0) = P0

ȞM (X1 = −M) =
1

1 + c− + c+

On the other hand, we also have P0
HM (X1 = −M) = 1

1+c−+c+
. Now we have

P0
HM (H̃0 = T−M→0) ≤ P0

HM (X1 = −M)P−MHM (H̃0 = T−M→0) + P0
HM (X1 6= −M,H−M < H̃0),

which can be rewritten as

1

1 + c− + c+
≤ 1

1 + c− + c+
P−MHM (H̃0 = T−M→0) + P0

HM (X1 6= −M,H−M < H̃0). (8)

For now, assume this claim.
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Claim 1.1.3. The second term of the right hand side of (8) approaches 0 as M →∞.

By Claim 1.1.2, P−MHM (H̃0 = T−M→0) ≤ c < 1 for all M . Taking the limsup as M
approaches infinity in (8) therefore yields the contradiction

1

1 + c− + c+
≤ 1

1 + c− + c+
c <

1

1 + c− + c+
.

This completes the proof, pending Claim 1.1.3, which we now prove. We must show that
the expectation, under PH, of P 0

ω(X1 6= −M,H−M < H̃0), approaches 0. Because P 0
ω(X1 6=

−M,H−M < H̃0) is bounded between 0 and 1, this is equivalent to showing that it approaches
0 in probability.

First note that for PH–a.e. environment ω, we have

P 0
ω(X1 6= −M,H−M < H̃0) ≤ max

−L≤x≤−1
P x
ω (H−M < H0).

This is because a walk from 0 that does not immediately step to −M but hits −M before
returning to 0 must first visit one of the sites in [−L,−1]. Now for almost every environment,
we also have for x ∈ [−L,−1],

P x
ω (H−M < H0) ≤ P x

ω (H−M < H[0,R−1]) + P x
ω (H[0,R−1] < H−M) max

0≤i≤R−1
P i
ω(H−M < H0)

≤ max
−L≤y≤−1

P y
ω(H−M < H[0,R−1]) + max

0≤i≤R−1
P i
ω(H−M < H0). (9)

But

max
0≤i≤R−1

P i
ω(H−M < H0) ≤ max

0≤i≤R−1
P i
ω(H[−L,−1] < H0) max

−L≤x≤−1
P x
ω (H−M < H0), (10)

again because the walk must first visit [−L,−1] if it is to hit −M before 0. Combining (9)
and (10), we get

max
−L≤x≤−1

P x
ω (H−M < H0) ≤ max

−L≤y≤−1
P y
ω(H−M < H[0,R−1])+ max

0≤i≤R−1
P i
ω(H[−L,−1] < H0) max

−L≤x≤−1
P x
ω (H−M < H0).

Rearranging terms then gives us

max
−L≤x≤−1

P x
ω (H−M < H0) ≤

max−L≤y≤−1 P
y
ω(H−M < H[0,R−1])

1−max0≤i≤R−1 P i
ω(H[−L,−1] < H0)

.

The numerator and denominator are independent under PHM . Since the denominator is
almost surely positive, it suffices to show that the numerator approaches 0 in probability.
But again arguing as in Claim 1.1.1, we see that the distribution of max−L≤y≤−1 P

y
ω(H−M <

H[0,R−1]) under PHM is the distribution of max−L≤y≤−1 P
y
ω(H≤−M < H[0,R−1]) under PG. By

non-transience to the left, the latter approaches 0 PG–a.s. as M increases. This proves Claim
1.1.3, and with it Theorem 1.1.
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4 An abstract ballisticity criterion

The main goal of this section is to prove Lemma 1.3, which says that a walk is ballistic if
and only if E0[N0] <∞.

Before we can characterize when the almost-sure limiting velocity v is positive, we must
first note that it exists. This has been shown under an ellipticity assumption too strong for
our model [9], but it can be proven in the more general case with standard techniques. The
proof for the recurrent case (where, necessarily, v = 0) can be done by a slight modification
of arguments in [32]. The proof for the directionally transient case follows [16] in defining
regeneration times (τk)

∞
k=0. Let τ0 := 0, and for k ≥ 1, define

τk := min{n > τk−1 : Xn > Xj for all j < n,Xn ≤ Xj for all j > n}. (11)

A crucial fact is that the sequences (Xτn − Xτn−1)
∞
n=2 and (τn − τn−1)∞n=2 are i.i.d. Using

these regeneration times, we are able to derive a formula for v, as well as a characterization
in terms of hitting times.

Proposition 4.1. Let P be a probability measure on ΩZ satisfying (C1), (C2), and (C3).
Then the following hold:

1. There is a P0–almost sure limiting velocity

v := lim
n→∞

Xn

n
=

E0[Xτ2 −Xτ1 ]

E[τ2 − τ1]
, (12)

where the numerator is always finite, and the fraction is understood to be 0 if the
denominator is infinite.

2. limx→∞
H≥x
x

= 1
v
, where 1

v
is understood to be ∞ if v = 0.

We outline some details of the argument for Proposition 4.1 in Appendix A.
For the rest of this section, assume P satisfies (C1), (C2), (C3), and (C4). We also use

regeneration times to derive the following lemma.

Lemma 4.2. For any a, c ∈ Z,

lim
x→∞

1

x

x∑
k=c

Nk =
1

v
, Pa–a.s.

If v = 0, then the limit is infinity.

Proof. Fix a. Recall that N
(−∞,x)
k is the amount of time the walk spends at k before H≥x.

Then for x > c,

H≥x
x

=
1

x

c−1∑
k=−∞

N
(−∞,x)
k +

1

x

x−1∑
k=c

N
(−∞,x)
k .

The first term approaches 0 almost surely by assumption (C4); hence, by Proposition 4.1
(2),
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lim
x→∞

1

x

x−1∑
k=c

N
(−∞,x)
k =

1

v
,Pa–a.s. (13)

We note that Nk and N
(−∞,x)
k differ only if the walk backtracks and visits k after reaching

[x,∞). The sum, over all k < x, of these differences, is the total amount of time the walk
spends to the left of x after H≥x, and it is bounded above by the time from H≥x to the next
regeneration time (defined as in (11)), which is in turn bounded above by τJ(x) − τJ(x)−1,
where J(x) is the (random) j such that τj−1 ≤ H≥x < τj. Hence

1

x

x−1∑
k=c

N
(−∞,x)
k ≤ 1

x

x−1∑
k=c

Nk ≤
1

x

x−1∑
k=c

N
(−∞,x)
k +

1

x
[τJ(x) − τJ(x)−1] (14)

Assume v = 0. Then by (13), the left side of (14) approaches∞ as x approaches∞, and
therefore so does the middle. On the other hand, suppose v > 0. By (12), E[τ2 − τ1] < ∞.
Then by the strong law of large numbers, τn

n
→ E[τ2 − τ1] < ∞, which implies that τn−τn−1

n

approaches 0. Since J(x) ≤ x+ 1, the term 1
x
[τJ(x) − τJ(x)−1] approaches zero almost surely;

hence the Squeeze Theorem yields the desired result.

Suppose for now that R = 1. Then, for almost every ω, it is possible to define a bi-infinite
walk X = (Xn)n∈Z whose “right halves” are distributed like random walks under ω. From
each site a, run a walk according to the transition probabilities given by ω until it reaches
a + 1 (which occurs in finite time P a

ω–a.s. for P–a.e. ω). Concatenating all of these walks
then gives, up to a time shift5, a unique walk X = (Xn)n∈Z such that for any x ∈ Z, the
distribution of (Xk)

∞
k=n, conditioned on Xn = x, is P x

ω . We may think of X as a walk from
−∞ to ∞ in the environment ω.

With a bit more work, we can define a similar bi-infinite walk in the general case R > 0.
Call the set of vertices ((k − 1)R, kR] the kth level of Z, and for x ∈ Z, let [[x]]R denote
the level containing x. Let ω be a given environment. From each point a ∈ Z, run a
walk according to the transition probabilities given by ω until it reaches the next level (i.e.,
[[a + R]]R). This will happen P a

ω–a.s. for P–a.e. ω, by transience to the right and because
it is not possible to jump over a set of length R. Do this independently at every point for
every level. This gives what we’ll call a cascade: a set of (almost surely finite) walks indexed
by Z, where the walk indexed by a ∈ Z starts at a and ends upon reaching level [[a+ R]]R.
Then for almost every cascade, concatenating these finite walks gives, for each point a, a
right-infinite walk Xa = (Xa

n)∞n=0. Let Pω be the probability measure we have just described
on the space of cascades, and let P = P × Pω.

It is crucial to note that by the strong Markov property, the law of Xa under Pω is the
same as the law of X under P a

ω , which also implies that the law of Xa under P is the same
as the law of X under Pa.

For each x ∈ Z, let the “coalescence event” Cx be the event that all the walks from level
[[x−R]]R first hit level [[x]]R at x. On the event Cx, we say a coalescence occurs at x.

5Choose, for example, the time shift where X0 = 0 and where Xn < 0 whenever n < 0.
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Lemma 4.3. Let E1 be the event that all the Xa are transient to the right, that all steps to
the left and right are bounded by L and R, respectively, and that infinitely many coalescences
occur to the left and to the right of 0. Then P(E1) = 1.

Proof. Boundedness of steps has probability 1 by assumption (C3), and by assumption (C4)
all the walks Xa are transient to the right with probability 1. Now for k ≥ 2 and x ∈ Z, let
Cx,k be the event that all the walks from level [[x − R]]R first hit level [[x]]R at x without
ever having reached [[x−kR]]R. Choose k large enough that P(C0,k) > 0; then under the law
P, the events {CnkR,k}n∈Z are all independent and have equal, positive probability. Thus,
infinitely many of them will occur in both directions, P–a.s. By definition, Cx,k ⊂ Cx, and
so infinitely many of the events Cx occur in both directions, P–a.s.

Assume the environment and cascade are in the event E1. Let (xk)k∈Z be the locations of
coalescence events (with x0 the smallest non-negative x such that Cx occurs). By definition
of the xk, for every k and for every a to the left of [[xk]]R, H[[xk]]R(Xa) = Hxk(X

a) < ∞.
Now for j < k, it necessarily holds that xj is to the left of [[xk]]R, since there can be only one
xk per level. Define ν(j, k) := Hxk(X

xj). By definition of the walks Xa, we have for j < k,
n ≥ 0,

X
xj
n+ν(j,k) = Xxk

n . (15)

From this one can easily check that the ν(j, k) are additive; that is, for j < k < `, we have
ν(j, `) = ν(j, k) + ν(k, `). Because all the Xxk agree with each other in the sense of (15), we
may define a single, bi-infinite walk X = (Xn)n∈Z that agrees with all of the Xxk . For n ≥ 0,
let Xn = Xx0

n . For n < 0, choose j < 0 such that ν(j, 0) > |n|, and let Xn = X
xj
ν(j,0)−|n|. This

definition is independent of the choice of j, because if j < k < 0 with v(k, 0) > |n|, then by
(15) and the additivity of the ν(j, k), we have

X
xj
ν(j,0)−|n| = X

xj
ν(j,k)+ν(k,0)−|n| = Xxk

ν(k,0)−|n|.

We may then define Nx := #{n ∈ Z : Xn = x} to be the amount of time the walk X spends
at x. Thus, Nx = lima→−∞Nx(X

a).

Lemma 4.4. Both of the sequences (Xa)a∈Z and (Nx)x∈Z are stationary and ergodic.

Proof. For a given environment, the cascade that defines X may be generated by a (count-
able) family U = (Ua

n)n∈N,a∈Z of i.i.d. uniform random variables on [0, 1]. For such a collec-
tion, and an a ∈ Z, let Ua be the projection (Ua

n)n∈N. Given an environment ω, the finite
walk from a to level [[a+ R]]R may be generated using the first several Ua

n . (One of the Ua
n

is used for each step. Once the walk terminates, the rest of the Ua
n are not needed, but one

does not know in advance how many will be needed.) Let ω̂x = (ωx,Ux), and ω̂ = (ω̂x)x∈Z.
Define the left shift θ̂ by θ̂(ω̂) := (ω̂x+1)x∈Z. Then (ω̂x)x∈Z is an i.i.d. sequence. We have
X0 = X0(ω̂) and Xa = X0(θ̂aω̂). Similarly, N0 = N0(ω̂) and Nx = N0(θ̂xω̂). So it suffices
to show that X0 and N0 are measurable. The measurability of X0 is obvious. For N0, let
Ak,`,B,r be the event that:

(a) for some x < 0, a coalescence event Cx,k (as defined in the proof of Lemma 4.3) occurs
with −B ≤ x− kR < x < 0, so that X agrees with Xx to the right of x;
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(b) N
[−B,B]
0 (Xx) ≥ `, where N

[−B,B]
0 is the amount of time the walk spends at x before

exiting [−B,B]; and

(c) none of the walks from sites a ∈ [−B,B] uses more than r of the random variables Ua
r .

On this event, N0 is seen to be at least ` by looking only within [−B,B] and only at the
first r uniform random variables at each site. The event Ak,`,B,r is measurable, because it is
a measurable function of finitely many random variables, and the event {N0 > `} is, up to
a null set, simply the union over all r, then over all B, and then over all k of these events.
Thus, N0 is measurable.

We now give the connection between N0 and the limiting velocity v.

Lemma 4.5. v = 1
E[N0]

. Consequently, the walk is ballistic if and only if E[N0] <∞.

We note that a similar formula for the limiting speed in the ballistic case can be obtained
from [11, Theorem 6.12] for discrete-time RWRE on a strip, although the probabilistic in-
terpretation is less explicit, and an ellipticity assumption that does not hold for Dirichlet
RWRE is required.

Proof. By Lemma 4.4 and Birkhoff’s Ergodic theorem, for any c ∈ Z we have

lim
n→∞

1

n

n∑
k=c

Nk = E[N0], P–a.s.

Fix a ∈ Z. For large enough k, Nk(X
a) = Nk. We therefore get

lim
n→∞

1

n

n∑
k=c

Nk(X
a) = E[N0], P–a.s.

It follows that

lim
n→∞

1

n

n∑
k=c

Nk(X) = E[N0], Pa–a.s.

By Lemma 4.2, we get v = 1
E[N0]

.

Now we can see that the walk is ballistic if and only if E[N0] < ∞. In order to prove
Lemma 1.3, we need to compare E[N0] with E0[N0].

Lemma 4.6. E[N0] ≤ E0[N0].

Proof. If E0[N0] =∞, the inequality is trivial. Assume, therefore, that E0[N0] <∞.
Note that limx→∞N0(X−x) = N0, P–a.s. Assuming we are able to interchange a limit

with an expectation, we have

E[N0] = E
[

lim
x→∞

N0(X−x)
]

= lim
x→∞

E
[
N0(X−x)

]
(16)

= lim
x→∞

E−x[N0(X)].

21



4 AN ABSTRACT BALLISTICITY CRITERION

But each term E−x[N0(X)] = E[E−xω [N0]] is less than E0[N0] = E[E0
ω[N0]], since E−xω [N0] =

P−xω (H0 <∞)E0
ω[N0]. Therefore, we may conclude E[N0] ≤ E0[N0], provided we can justify

(16). To do this, we will apply the dominated convergence theorem, noting that N0(X−x) ≤
max1−R≤y≤0N0(Xy) for all x > R. To see that the latter has finite expectation, we have

E
[

max
1−R≤y≤0

N0(Xy)

]
≤

0∑
y=1−R

E [N0(Xy)]

=
0∑

y=1−R

E [Eω[N0(Xy)]]

=
0∑

y=1−R

E [Ey
ω[N0]]

=
0∑

y=1−R

E
[
P y
ω(H0 <∞)E0

ω[N0]
]

≤
0∑

y=1−R

E
[
E0
ω[N0]

]
= RE0[N0]

<∞.

This allows us to justify our use of the dominated convergence theorem, completing the
proof.

We must now handle the case where E0[N0] =∞. Our first step is to prove Lemma 1.2,
which states that v > 0 if and only if E0[H≥1] <∞.

Proof of Lemma 1.2. Suppose E0[H≥1(X)] < ∞. Then for Pω–almost every cascade, we
have

H≥x(X
0)

x
=

1

x

x∑
k=1

(H≥k(X
0)−H≥k−1(X0))

≤ 1

x

x∑
k=1

H≥k(X
k−1), (17)

where the inequality comes from the fact that if X0 hits [k − 1,∞) at k − 1, then it follows
the same path from there as Xk−1, while if it hits [k− 1,∞) at a point to the right of k− 1,
then H≥k − H≥k−1 = 0. By Birkhoff’s Ergodic Theorem, the right side P–a.s. approaches
E[H≥1(X0)] = E0[H≥1]. Now we know from Proposition 4.1 that limn→∞

n
Xn

= 1
v
, so the

subsequence
H≥x(X0)

X0
H≥x

must have the same limit. Since, for x > R, we have

H≥x(X
0)

X0
H≥x

+R
≤ H≥x(X

0)

x
≤ H≥x(X

0)

X0
H≥x
−R

,
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we get 1
v

= limx→∞
H≥x(X0)

x
. Applying (17), we get

1

v
= lim

n→∞

H≥x(X
0)

x

≤ lim
n→∞

1

x

x∑
k=1

H≥k(X
k−1)

= E0[H≥1].

Therefore, if E0[H≥1] <∞, then v > 0.
On the other hand, suppose E0[H≥1] =∞. We will show that v = 0.

Claim 1.2.1. E [min1≤i≤RH≥R+1(Xi)] =∞.

By assumptions (C1), (C2), and (C3), we still have an m0 ≥ max(L,R) large enough
that every interval of length m0 is irreducible, P–a.s. Let A be the event that

• For each i = 1, . . . , R− 1, the walk Xi hits R before leaving [R−m0 + 1, R].

• The walk XR first exits [R−m0 + 1, R] by hitting R−m0.

Then under P , the quenched probability of A is independent of ω≤R−m0 . Now, on the event
A, the minimum min1≤i≤RH≥R+1(Xi) is attained for i = R, since all the other walks take
time to get to R and then simply follow XR. Now on A, H≥R+1(XR) is greater than the
amount of time it takes for the walk XR to cross back to [R−m0 + 1,∞) after first hitting
R−m0. The quenched expectation of this time, conditioned on A, is ER−m0

ω [H≥R−m0+1] by
the strong Markov property, and this depends only on ω≤R−m0 . Hence

E
[

min
1≤i≤R

H≥R+1(Xi)

]
≥ E

[
Pω(A)Eω[H≥R+1(XR)|A]

]
≥ E

[
Pω(A)ER−m0

ω [H≥R−m0+1(X)]
]

= P(A)ER−m0 [H≥R−m0+1(X)]

= P(A)E0[H≥1(X)]

=∞.

This proves our claim. Now for x ≥ 1,

H≥xR+1(X0) ≥ H≥1(X0) +
x∑
k=1

min
1≤i≤R

H≥kR+1(X(k−1)R+i).

Dividing by xR and taking limits as x → ∞, we get limx→∞
H≥xR+1(X0)

xR
= ∞, P–a.s. by

Birkhoff’s ergodic theorem. Hence limx→∞
H≥xR+1(X)

xR+1
=∞, P0–a.s. It follows that v = 0.

Now we can handle the case E0[N0] =∞.

Proposition 4.7. If E0[N0] =∞, then v = 0.
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Proof. Suppose E0[N0] = ∞. We want to show that v = 0. By Lemma 1.2, it suffices to
show that E0[H≥1] =∞.

Now N0 is the total number of visits the walk makes to 0. These visits may be sorted
based on the farthest point to the right that the walk has hit in the past at the time of each
visit. As in the proof of Lemma 4.2, we use N

(−∞,x)
k to denote the amount of time the walk

spends at k before H≥x. Thus, for a walk started at 0 we get

N0 =
∞∑
x=0

(
N

(−∞,x+1)
0 −N (−∞,x)

0

)
. (18)

Taking expectations on both sides, we get

E0[N0] =
∞∑
x=0

E
[
E0
ω

[
N

(−∞,x+1)
0 −N (−∞,x)

0

]]
(19)

Now N
(−∞,x)
0 and N

(−∞,x+1)
0 can only differ if the walk hits [x,∞) at x. Conditioned on this

event, the distribution under P 0
ω of the walk (Xn+H≥x)

∞
n=0 is the distribution of X under P x

ω .
Thus,

E0
ω

[
N

(−∞,x+1)
0 −N (−∞,x)

0

]
= P 0

ω(XH≥x = x)Ex
ω

[
N

(−∞,x+1)
0

]
. (20)

Combining (19) and (20), we get

E0[N0] =
∞∑
x=0

E
[
P 0
ω(XH≥x = x)Ex

ω

[
N

(−∞,x+1)
0

]]
≤

∞∑
x=0

E
[
Ex
ω

[
N

(−∞,x+1)
0

]]
=
∞∑
x=0

Ex
[
N

(−∞,x+1)
0

]
.

By stationarity,

E0[N0] ≤
∞∑
x=0

E0
[
N

(−∞,1)
−x

]
= E0

[
∞∑
x=0

N
(−∞,1)
−x

]
= E0[H≥1].

If E0[N0] =∞, it follows that E0[H≥1], and by Lemma 1.2, v = 0.

We can now complete the proof of our main lemma.

Proof of Lemma 1.3. Assume the walk is transient to the right. If E0[N0] =∞, the conclu-
sion is that of Proposition 4.7. Otherwise, combining Lemmas 4.5 and 4.6 gives v > 0. The
left-transient case follows by symmetry. By the 0-1 law of [18], the remaining case is where
the walk is recurrent. This implies that N0 = ∞, P0–a.s., so that E0[N0] = ∞. Because
v = 0 in the recurrent case, the lemma is true.
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5 Ballistic parameters

We now return to the Dirichlet model. In this section, we will characterize ballisticity in terms
of L, R, and the parameters (αi)

R
i=−L. Lemma 1.3 tells us that the walk is ballistic precisely

when the quantity E0
G[N0] = EG[E

0
ω[N0]] is finite. Although we cannot usually calculate this

expectation, we are able to characterize when it is finite in terms of our Dirichlet parameters.
We assume throughout this section that κ1 > 0, so that the walk is transient to the right,
and we examine the integrability of E0

ω[N0] under PG. In fact, we generalize the question,
examining when EG[E

0
ω[N0]s] < ∞ for s > 0. The goal of this section is to prove Theorems

1.4, 1.5, and 1.6. Theorem 1.7 then easily follows from Theorem 1.6 and Lemma 1.3.

5.1 Finite traps: the parameter κ0

In this subsection, we use Tournier’s lemma to study the existence of finite traps—finite sets
in which the walk is expected to spend an infinite amount of time before exiting under the
annealed measure.

We note that although Tournier’s lemma is stated for a finite graph, it can readily
be applied to walks that are killed upon exiting a finite subset of an infinite graph. In
particular, for any positive integer M , the annealed expected number of visits to 0 before
exiting [−M,M ] is infinite if and only if there is a strongly connected subset S of [−M,M ]
containing 0 such that βS ≤ 1.

This discussion motivates us to define, for our graph G, the quantity

κ0 := inf{βS : S ⊂ Z finite, strongly connected}. (21)

Recall that Theorem 1.4 states the equivalence of the following statements (where NS
0 is the

amount of time the walk spends at 0 before first exiting S):

(a) κ0 ≤ s.

(b) For all sufficiently large M , EG

[
E0
ω

[
N

[−M,0]
0

]s]
=∞.

(c) For some M ≥ 0, EG

[
E0
ω

[
N

[−M,M ]
0

]s]
=∞.

The proof is essentially a straightforward application of Tournier’s lemma as we have just
discussed; however, in order to handle the boundary case s = κ0, we first need to show
that the infimum in the definition of κ0 is actually a minimum. For example, in the case
κ0 = s = 1, showing that κ0 is a minimum means showing that there is actually a finite set
containing 0 that the walk is expected to get stuck in for an infinite amount of time. We
also give an algorithm to compute κ0.

Proposition 5.1. The infimum κ0 for the graph G is actually a minimum attained by a set
S ⊂ Z. Moreover, there is an integer M , which may be calculated from L, R, and the weight
assignments (αi)−L≤i≤R, such that the infimum is attained on a subset S with diameter at
most M . Hence κ0 can be calculated directly.
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By translation invariance of the graph G, this implies that it is possible to compute κ0 by
looking at strongly connected subsets S with diameter no more than M and with leftmost
point 0.

Proof. We prove this in a series of claims. Recall that m0 ≥ max(L,R) is large enough that
every interval of length m0 is strongly connected.

Claim 5.1.1. κ0 ≤ d+ + d−.

To prove this claim, it suffices to exhibit a finite, strongly connected set S ⊂ Z with
βS = d+ +d−. Let S = [0,m0−1]. Then S is strongly connected. Now βS is the total weight
of edges from [0,m0 − 1] to other vertices. Since m ≥ max(L,R), it is easy to check that
this is exactly d+ + d−.

Claim 5.1.2. Let S ⊂ Z be a finite, strongly connected set of vertices. If x is a vertex to
the left or to the right of S, then βS∪{x} ≥ βS.

The quantity βS is the sum of all weights from vertices in S to vertices not in S. The
quantity βS∪{x} counts all same weights, except for weights of edges from S to x, and it also
counts weights of edges from x to vertices not in S ∪ {x}. If x is to the right of S, then the
total weight of edges from S to x cannot be more than c+, because c+ is the total weight
into x from all vertices to the left of x. On the other hand, c+ is also the total weight from
x to all vertices to the right of x, which are necessarily not in S ∪ {x}. Thus, the additional
weight from x to the right at least makes up for any weight into x from S. This proves the
claim in the case that x is to the right of A, and a similar argument proves the symmetric
case.

Remark 5.1. Note the importance of the assumption that x is to the left or right of S. If x
is in between some of the vertices of S, then it is certainly possible that βS∪{x} < βS. See
Examples B.7 and B.8.

Claim 5.1.3. Let S be a finite, strongly connected subset of Z. Say that a vertex x ∈ S is
insulated if every site reachable in one step from x is also in S. Then if x < y are consecutive
non-insulated vertices in S with y − x > m0, it must be the case that all vertices between x
and y are in S.

Suppose there are two consecutive non-insulated vertices x, y ∈ S with y − x > m0.
Because m0 ≥ max(L,R), there must be other vertices from S strictly between x and y in
order for S to contain a path from x to y and y to x. By assumption, all such vertices are
insulated. Therefore, if there is an edge from a vertex in (x, y)∩S to another vertex in (x, y),
then the latter vertex must also be in S, and since it is strictly between x and y, it must also
be insulated. Applying this fact repeatedly, we see that any two vertices that communicate
within (x, y) are either both insulated in S or both in Sc. Since the length of (x, y) is at
least m0, all sites in the interval communicate, and so all are in S.

Claim 5.1.4. The infimum κ0 is attained as a minimum; κ0 = βS0 for some S0. Moreover,
there is an algorithm to find it.
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Let ε be the smallest weight any edge in G has, letN be an integer such thatNε ≥ d++d−,
and let M = (N − 1)(m0) (note this implies M ≥ m0). Then if S is a set of vertices with
diameter greater than M , it must either have at least N non-insulated vertices or have
consecutive non-insulated vertices that differ by more than m0. If there are at least N non-
insulated vertices, then there is an edge from each of these to at least one vertex outside of
S, which means βS ≥ Nε ≥ d+ + d− ≥ κ0, the last inequality coming from Claim 5.1.1. On
the other hand, if two consecutive non-insulated vertices x < y differ by more than m0, then
[x, y] ⊆ S by Claim 5.1.3. Now β[x,y] = d+ + d−, and vertices to the left and to the right of
[x, y] can only increase βS by Claim 5.1.2. Thus, βS ≥ d+ + d− ≥ κ0. Therefore, one can
compute κ0 by looking only at βS for subsets S of Z with diameter no larger than M (note
that this includes [0,m0− 1], which has β[0,m0−1] = d+ + d−). By shift invariance, one can in
fact look only at subsets of [0,M ]. Since there are only finitely many such sets, the infimum
in the definition of κ0 is actually a minimum. Since a suitable M can be easily calculated
from L, R, and the αi, finding such an M and then examining all strongly connected subsets
of Z with leftmost point 0 and diameter ≤M gives us an algorithm to find κ0.

We are now able to prove Theorem 1.4.

Proof of Theorem 1.4. (a) ⇒ (b) Suppose κ0 ≤ s. By Proposition 5.1, this means there
is a finite, strongly connected set S of vertices in Z such that βS ≤ s. By translation
invariance, we may assume 0 is the rightmost point of S. Let −M be large enough that
S ⊆ [−M, 0]. By collapsing all vertices not in [−M, 0] into a sink and then arguing as in
Claim 1.1.1, we may apply Tournier’s lemma along with the amalgamation property to see

that EG

[
E0
ω

[
N

[−M,0]
0

]s]
=∞.

(b) ⇒ (c) Immediate, since N
[−M,0]
0 ≤ N

[−M,M ]
0 .

(c) ⇒ (a) Suppose EG

[
E0
ω

[
N

[−M,M ]
0

]s]
= ∞. Again, collapsing all vertices not in

[−M,M ] into a single sink, we may apply Tournier’s lemma to see that there is a strongly
connected set S ⊆ [−M,M ] such that βS ≤ s. Hence κ0 ≤ s.

The method for finding κ0 given in the proof of Proposition 5.1 requires knowledge of the
αi, and the number of sets to examine grows exponentially in the smallest positive αi. We
prove in Appendix B that given only L, R, and the i for which αi > 0, κ0 can be expressed as
a minimum of finitely many positive integer combinations of the αi. If one has this formula,
then one may easily compute κ0 for any specific values of the αi.

Proposition 5.2. Given L, R, and the i for which αi > 0, κ0 is an elementary function (a
minimum of finitely many positive integer combinations) of the αi.

Notice that Proposition 5.2 would have sufficed in place of Proposition 5.1 to show that
the infimum in the definition of κ0 is a minimum, which is enough to prove Theorem 1.4.
Proposition 5.2 is stronger than Proposition 5.1 in that it shows, given the structure of the
graph G, that there is an elementary formula for κ0 that holds for all possible choices of
αi, whereas Proposition 5.1 gives κ0 as a minimum of βS for S in a set that is finite, but
whose size depends on the size of the αi. On the other hand, Proposition 5.2 is weaker
than Proposition 5.1 in that it does not provide an explicit algorithm for finding κ0. This
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Figure 4: The graph G+

is because we do not know of a general way to explicitly find the finite set N ∗ given in the
proof. Nevertheless, we do give examples in Appendix B where we are able to find this set
and thus give κ0 as a minimum of finitely many sums. We leave it as an open question to
find a general algorithm to do this.

5.2 Large-scale backtracking: The parameter κ1

We have seen that the parameter κ0 controls moments of the quenched expected time a walk
spends at 0 before exiting a finite set. We will now show that in a similar way, κ1 controls
moments of backward traversals of arbitrarily large stretches of the graph.

In our proof of Theorem 1.1, we used the graphs GM , finite graphs that looked like G
except near endpoints. Here, we consider these along with a “limiting graph” that is half
infinite. Let G+ be a graph with vertex set [0,∞). The graph G+ contains all the same edges
between vertices to the right of 0 with the same weights as G. For vertices 1 ≤ i ≤ L, there
is an edge from i to 0 with weight

∑0
j=1−L αj−i. And to each vertex 1 ≤ j ≤ R is added an

edge from 0 with weight
∑R

i=j αi.
The graph G+ has zero divergence at all sites except 0, where the divergence is d+−d− =

κ1. Thus, in a sense there is a “net flow” of strength κ1 from 0 to infinity, and to motivate
the following lemma, the reader may imagine an edge “from ∞ to 0” with weight κ1. In
some sense, the following lemma extends Corollary 2.3 (1) to this infinite graph. One can
prove it using a comparison between G and GM .

Lemma 5.3 ([30, Theorem 2]). Under PG+, P 0
ω(H̃0 =∞) ∼ Beta(κ1, d

−).

We will use Lemma 5.3 to prove Theorem 1.5 in two separate propositions. Recall that
for a given walk X and integers x < y, the quantity Nx,y = Nx,y(X) is defined as the number
of trips from y to x.

Proposition 5.4. Suppose s ≥ κ1. Then the following hold:

1. EG[E
0
ω[N0]s] =∞.

2. For all x < y ∈ Z, EG[E
0
ω[Nx,y]

s] =∞.

Like Theorem 1.4, this proposition not only gives a sufficient condition for zero speed,
but gives the reason for zero speed. If κ0 ≤ 1, the speed is zero because it takes a long time
for the walk to exit small traps; on the other hand, if κ1 ≤ 1, the speed is zero because the
walk traverses large regions of Z many times.
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Proof.

Outline

The philosophy of the proof is that the components of a Dirichlet random vector become more
and more independent as their values become small. If (Y1, Y2, Y3, Y4) is a Dirichlet vector
with parameters (a, b, c, d), and (X1, X2) and (X3, X4) are independent Dirichlet vectors
with parameters (a, y) and (c, z), respectively, then P (X1 < ε,X3 < δ) � P (Y1 < ε, Y3 < δ)
as (ε, δ) → (0, 0). In other words, although these probabilities do not necessarily become
approximately equal (even if y = b and z = c), they are bounded by constant multiples of
each other. For each i = 1, . . . , R, the Dirichlet weight entering i from [1− R, 0] in G is the
same as the Dirichlet weight entering i from 0 in G+. The goal of this proof is to exploit the
comparability of small-value probabilities and perform a coupling between (ω(0, i))Ri=1 under

PG+ and
(∑0

j=1−R ω(j, i)
)R
i=1

under PG.

Actually, we will couple vectors that distinguish between different edges to the same
vertex. Let E0 := {(i, j) : 1−R ≤ i ≤ 0, 1 ≤ j ≤ i+R,αj−i > 0} be the set of right-oriented
edges in G that originate from or cross 0, and for every e = (i, j) ∈ E0, let αe = αj−i. We
consider random vectors Z = (Ze)e∈E0

and Y = (Ye)e∈E0
, and a measure P ′ such that the

distribution of (Ze)e∈E0
under P ′ is the distribution of (ω(i, j))(i,j)∈E0

under PG, and such
that Y is a Dirichlet random vector with parameters (αe)e∈E0 . The amalgamation property

implies that
(∑0

i=1−R Y(i,j)

)R
j=1

is distributed like (ω(0, j)Rj=1 under PG+ . The idea is to define

a coupling event K, independent of Y and with positive probability, on which Ze ≤ Ye for
all e. We do not quite accomplish this, but we come close enough that we are able to use Z
and Y to construct random environments ω1 and ω2, drawn respectively according to PG and
PG+ , such that on K,

∑0
i=1−R P

i
ω1

(H̃[1−R,0] = ∞) is bounded above by a constant multiple

of P 0
ω2

(H̃0 =∞). From Lemma 5.3 we get that EG+

[
1

P 0
ω(H̃0=∞)

]
=∞, so our coupling gives

us E ′
[

1∑0
i=1−R P

i
ω1

(H̃[1−R,0]=∞)

]
=∞. This is enough to give us E0

G[N0] =∞, and more careful

analysis yields E0
G[Nx,y] =∞.

Groundwork for the coupling

Suppose the edges in E0 are enumerated as e1, . . . , ek in some way. (In fact, we will enumerate
them in a random way, yet to be described, but for now assume the enumeration is fixed.)
We have said how Z and Y will be distributed under P ′. By the amalgamation property,
Ze1 and Ye1 are both beta random variables whose first parameter is αe1 . Their second
parameters may differ, but by (2) we nonetheless have P ′(Ze1 < ε) � εαe1 � P ′(Ze1 < ε),
where f(ε) � g(ε) means there exist positive constants c, C such that cg(ε) ≤ f(ε) ≤ Cg(ε)
for all ε ∈ [0, 1].

Note that for 1 ≤ i ≤ k − 1, Y ′ei :=
Yei

1−
∑i−1
j=1 Yej

=
Yei∑k
j=i Yej

is a beta random variable,

independent of Ye1 , . . . , Yei−1
, and with first parameter αei (this comes from the restriction

property, along with the amalgamation property). Let Y ′ek :=
Yek

1−
∑k−1
j=1 Yej

= 1. Likewise, for

1 ≤ i ≤ k, Z ′ei :=
Zei

1−
∑i−1
j=1 Zej1{ej=ei}

is a beta random variable, independent of Ze1 , . . . , Zei−1
,
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and with first parameter αei . (We do not have Zek = 1 a.s., because Zek corresponds to
an edge from a vertex i ≤ 0 to a vertex j > 0, and there are still edges from i to vertices
to the left of 0.) By (2), P ′(Z ′ei < ε) � εαi � P ′(Y ′ei < ε), for 0 ≤ i ≤ k − 1. Thus,
there exists a constant c such that for all ε ∈ [0, 1], and for all i = 1, . . . , k − 1, we have
P ′(Z ′ek < ε) ≥ cP ′(Y ′ek < ε). This c may depend on the chosen permutation (e1, . . . , ek) of
E0, but there are only finitely many permutations, so we may assume c is small enough to
work for any of them. For each 1 ≤ i ≤ k, let FZ′ei be the cdf for Z ′ei , and let QZ′ei

be the

associated quantile function (since FZ′ei is continuous and strictly increasing on [0, 1], QZ′ei
is

simply the inverse of FZ′ei restricted to the interval [0, 1]). Similarly, for 1 ≤ i ≤ k, let FY ′ei
and QY ′ei

be the cdf and quantile function for Y ′ei .
6 Choose ` to be an integer large enough

that 1
`
< c. Then

FZ′ei ≥
1

`
FY ′ei , 1 ≤ i ≤ k. (22)

Now given Y′ = (Y ′e1 , . . . , Y
′
ek

) and Z′ = (Z ′e1 , . . . , Z
′
ek

), we can recover Y and Z. First,
Ye1 = Y ′e1 and Ze1 = Z ′e1 , and then if Yj and Zj are known for 1 ≤ j ≤ i, then the formulas for
Y ′ei and Z ′ei can be used to find Yei and Zei . Therefore, one way to generate the vector Y is to
generate independent beta random variables Y ′e1 , Y

′
e2
, . . . , Y ′ek−1

with appropriate parameters
(which depend on the permutation (e1, . . . , ek)) and then use these to recover Y. Similarly,
Z can be generated by means of independent beta random variables Z ′e1 , . . . , Z

′
ek

. Under this
method, the chosen permutation (e1, . . . , ek) affects the parameters for the Y ′ei and Z ′ei , as
well as the order in which they are put together, but the distributions of Y and Z, are the
same regardless of the chosen permutation.

The coupling

Our probability space is [0, 1]k×{0, . . . , `− 1}k×ΩZ. Let P ′ be the product measure whose
marginals on ΩZ are equal to PG, and whose marginals on [0, 1]k×{0, . . . , `−1}k are uniform.
An element of our probability space will be of the form

(U1, . . . , Uk, V1, . . . , Vk, ω) ,

where the Ui take values on [0, 1], the Vi take integer values from 0 to ` − 1, and ω can be
any environment on Z. Define the function Wi := Vi+Ui

`
. Then the Wi are i.i.d. uniform

[0, 1] under P ′.
Recall that ω>0 is the environment ω to the right of 0; that is, if ω = (ω(a, b))a,b∈Z, then

ω>0 = (ω(a, b))a,b∈Z,a>0. The values of P i
ω(H0 = ∞) are determined by ω>0 for 1 ≤ i ≤ R.

For a given ω>0, let (e1, . . . , ek) be a permutation of E0 such that

i < j ⇒ P ej
ω (H0 =∞) ≤ P ei

ω (H0 =∞). (23)

To get such an arrangement, sort vertices 1 ≤ j ≤ R in order of P j
ω(H0 =∞), then sort the

edges (i, j) ∈ E0 primarily according to the rank of j and secondarily according to the value
of i.

6Since Y ′
ek

is identically 1, its cdf is 0 to the left of 1 and 1 at 1, and its quantile function is identically
1. All other Y ′

ei have continuous cdfs and quantile functions.
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We can now use uniform random variables along with quantile functions to get Z′ =
(Z ′e1 , . . . , Z

′
ek

) and Y′ = (Y ′e1 , . . . , Y
′
ek

). Letting Z ′ei = QZ′ei
(W1) gives us the desired distribu-

tion for each Z ′ei under P ′, and letting Y ′ei = QY ′ei
(U1) gives us the desired distribution for

each Y ′ei . This gives us Y′ and Z′, from which we may then recover Z and Y. Even though
the specific permutation (e1, . . . , ek) is used along with the Ui in defining Y, the distribution
of Y is the same for any fixed permutation, and so Y is independent of ω. Similarly, Z is
also independent of ω.

Define the coupling event K to be the event that V1 = . . . = Vk = 0, the walk is
transient to the right, Pω–a.s., and ω(i, j) > 0 iff αj−i > 0 for all i, j ∈ Z. Because these
last two conditions each have P ′ probability 1, K is independent of ω as well as Y, and

has positive probability P ′(K) =
(

1
`

)k
. On K, Wi = 1

`
Ui for 1 ≤ i ≤ R. Let t ∈ [0, 1].

Then QZ′ei
(1
`
t) is the unique x such that FZ′ei (x) = 1

`
t. For this x, applying (22) gives us

1
`
t ≥ 1

`
FY ′ei (x), or t ≥ FY ′ei (x). Applying the increasing function QY ′ei

to both sides, we get

QY ′ei
(t) ≥ x = QZ′ei

(1
`
t). This is true for all t ∈ [0, 1], so on the event K, we have

Z ′ei ≤ Y ′ei , i = 1, . . . , k. (24)

We now describe how to use Z, Y, and ω to create environments ω1 and ω2, drawn
according to PG and PG+ , respectively. For i, j > 0, let ω1(i, j) = ω2(i, j) = ω(i, j). We also
let ω1(i, j) = ω(i, j) for i > 0 and any j ≤ 0. But for ω2, transition probabilities from positive
to negative vertices are “collapsed” to 0. That is, for i > 0, we let ω2(i, 0) =

∑
j≤0 ω(i, j).

By the amalgamation property, one can check that transition probabilities at sites greater
than 0 are drawn according to PG+ . Moreover, for i ≥ 1, we have

P i
ω1

(H≤0 =∞) = P i
ω2

(H0 =∞) (25)

Then let ω2(0, j) =
∑0

i=1−R Y(i,j), j = 1, . . . , R. By the distribution of Y and the fact
that it is independent of ω, transition probabilities at sites greater than or equal to 0 of
ω2 are drawn according to PG+ (sites less than 0 don’t matter, so for example we can let
ω2(i, j) = 1{j=i} whenever i < 0).

For i /∈ [1− R, 0], and for all j, let ω1(i, j) = ω(i, j). For i ∈ [1− R, 0] and for all j > 0
with (i, j) ∈ E0, let ω1(i, j) = Z(i,j). For all i ∈ [1 − R, 0] and j ≤ 0, we keep ω1(i, j) the
same as ω(i, j), but scaled to ensure that

∑
j ω1(i, j) = 1. That is,

ω1(i, j) =

(
1−

∑
r>0

Z(i,r)

)
ω(i, j)∑
r≤0 ω(i, r)

Notice that under this definition,
(

ω1(i,j)∑
r≤0 ω1(i,r)

)
r≤0

=
(

ω(i,j)∑
r≤0 ω(i,r)

)
r≤0

. By the restric-

tion property,
(

ω(i,j)∑
r≤0 ω(i,r)

)
r≤0

is independent of (ω(i, r))r>0 under PG, and by the way we

have defined ω1,
(

ω1(i,j)∑
r≤0 ω1(i,r)

)
r≤0

is independent of (Z(i,r))r>0 under P ′. Therefore, since

(Z(i,r))r>0
(L)
= (ω(i, r))r>0 by construction, we have (ω1(i, j))j

(L)
= (ω(i, j))j for each i, and the

transition probability vectors are all independent. Hence the law of ω1 is PG.
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Comparing sums of probabilities

The goal for this part of the proof is to show that on the event K,

k∑
i=1

ZeiP
ei
ω1

(H≤0 =∞) ≤ C

k∑
i=1

YeiP
ei
ω2

(H0 =∞) (26)

for some deterministic constant C. Note that the sum on the right side of (26) is equal to
P 0
ω2

(H̃0 =∞).
By (25), we could get (26) by showing that Zei ≤ CYei for all i. However, achieving

this precisely would require a more elaborate coupling. The difficulty is that if, for example,
Ye1 is very close to 1, all other Yei are forced to be very small, whereas some of the Zei are
independent of Ze1 . Our specific ordering of the edges e1, . . . , ek allows us to get around this
difficulty.

Let r be the smallest integer in {1, . . . , R} such that
∑r

i=1 Yei >
1
2

(r is random). For
1 ≤ i ≤ r, on the event K we have

Zei <
Zei

1−
∑i−1

j=1 Zej1{ej=ei}
≤ Yei

1−
∑i−1

j=1 Yej
≤ 2Yei .

(The middle terms are the definitions of Z ′ei and Y ′ei , respectively.) We now have

k∑
i=1

ZeiP
ei
ω1

(H≤0 =∞) =
r∑
i=1

ZeiP
ei
ω1

(H≤0 =∞) +
k∑

i=r+1

ZeiP
ei
ω1

(H≤0 =∞)

≤
r∑
i=1

2YeiP
ei
ω2

(H0 =∞) +
k∑

i=r+1

P ei
ω2

(H0 =∞)

≤
r∑
i=1

2YeiP
ei
ω2

(H0 =∞) + kP er
ω2

(H0 =∞), (27)

where, for the last line, we used the fact that P ei
ω (H0 = ∞) is non-increasing in i by (23).

We want to combine the two terms from (27) into one. To do this, we note

r∑
i=1

2YeiP
ei
ω2

(H0 =∞) ≥
r∑
i=1

2YeiP
er
ω2

(H0 =∞)

= 2P er
ω2

(H0 =∞)
r∑
i=1

Yei

≥ P er
ω2

(H0 =∞),

where we used the same non-increasing property for the first line, and the definition of r in
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the last line. Applying this to (27) gives us

k∑
i=1

ZeiP
ei
ω1

(H≤0 =∞) ≤
r∑
i=1

2YeiP
ei
ω2

(H0 =∞) + k
r∑
i=1

2YeiP
ei
ω2

(H0 =∞)

= 2(k + 1)
r∑
i=1

YeiP
ei
ω2

(H0 =∞)

≤ 2(k + 1)
k∑
i=1

YeiP
ei
ω2

(H0 =∞). (28)

This is exactly (26).

Comparing expectations

We consider the probability in ω1, starting from a point a in (−∞, 0], of never hitting
the set [1−R, 0] at a positive time. If ω1 is transient to the right and jumps to the right are
bounded by R, then the only way for this to occur is for a to be in [1 − R, 0], for the first
step to be to the right of 0, and then for the walk to never again hit a site to the left of 0.
Thus, on the coupling event K,

max
a≤0

P a
ω1

(H̃[1−R,0] =∞) ≤
0∑

i=1−R

P i
ω1

(H̃[1−R,0] =∞)

=
0∑

i=1−R

R∑
j=1

Z(i,j)P
j
ω1

(H≤0 =∞)

≤ 2(k + 1)
0∑

i=1−R

R∑
j=1

Y(i,j)P
j
ω2

(H0 =∞)

= 2(k + 1)P 0
ω2

(H̃0 =∞). (29)

It is straightforward to check by induction that for all n ≥ 1, a ≤ 0,

P a
ω1

(N[1−R,0] ≥ n) ≥ min
1−R≤i≤0

P i
ω1

(H̃[1−R,0] <∞)n−1. (30)

Summing over all n ≥ 1 in (30) and applying (29), we get on the coupling event K,
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Ea
ω1

[N[1−R,0]] =
∞∑
n=1

P a
ω1

(N[1−R,0] ≥ n)

≥
∞∑
n=1

min
1−R≤i≤0

P i
ω1

(H̃[1−R,0] <∞)n−1

=
1

max1−R≤i≤0 P i
ω1

(H̃[1−R,0] =∞)

≥ 1

2(k + 1)P 0
ω2

(H̃0 =∞)

=
1

2(k + 1)
E0
ω2

[N0]. (31)

Since the event K is independent of ω2, we conclude that

E ′
[
E0
ω1

[N[1−R,0]]
s
]
≥ E ′

[
E0
ω1

[N[1−R,0]]
s
1K

]
≥ E ′

[
1

2s(k + 1)s
E0
ω2

[N0]s1K

]
=

1

2s(k + 1)s
E ′
[
E0
ω2

[N0]s
]
P ′(K)

=
1

`k
1

2s(k + 1)s
E ′
[
E0
ω2

[N0]s
]
.

By the way ω1 and ω2 are distributed, this means

EG
[
E0
ω[N[1−R,0]]

s
]
≥ 1

`k
1

2s(k + 1)s
EG+

[
E0
ω[N0]s

]
=

1

`k
1

2s(k + 1)s
EG+

[
1

P 0
ω(H̃0 =∞)s

]
(32)

If s ≥ κ1, then the right side of (32) is infinite by Proposition 5.3 and (2), so we have

∞ = EG[E
0
ω[N[1−R,0]]

s]

= EG

[(
0∑

i=1−R

E0
ω[Ni]

)s]

≤ EG

[(
0∑

i=1−R

Ei
ω[Ni]

)s]

≤ RsEG

[(
max

1−R≤i≤0
Ei
ω[Ni]

)s]
= Rs

0∑
i=1−R

EG
[(
Ei
ω[Ni]

)s]
= Rs+1EG

[(
E0
ω[N0]

)s]
.
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This proves the first part of the proposition. At this point, the reader interested only in
characterizing ballisticity may skip the remainder of the proof, and may also skip Proposition
5.5, going straight to Section 5.3. However, the next part of this proof and Proposition 5.5
together provide an important insight into the behavior of the walk: namely, that the walk is
expected to oscillate back and forth between any two points infinitely many times precisely
when κ1 ≤ 1.

Arbitrarily large backtracking

We now want to prove the second part of the proposition, which strengthens our result
to show that the expected number of oscillations between any two points is infinite. We do
this via the following claim.

Claim 5.4.1. For any a ≤ 0 and x < y ≤ 0 we have

EG
[
Ea
ω[Nx,y]

s ω≤−R
]

=∞, PG–a.s.

Assume for now that the claim is true. Taking expectations on both sides gives us

EG [Ea
ω[Nx,y]

s] =∞. (33)

Let x < y ∈ Z. If y ≤ 0, then letting a = 0 in (33) gives us EG [E0
ω[Nx,y]

s] = ∞, which
is exactly what we needed to show for the second part of the proposition. If y > 0, then
(33) gives us EG [E−yω [Nx−y,0]s] = ∞, and then the translation invariance of G gives us
EG [E0

ω[Nx,y]
s] =∞.

It remains, then, to prove the claim. Under P ′, ω1 is drawn according to PG. Since ω1

agrees with ω on (−∞,−R], our claim is equivalent to the statement E ′
[
Ea
ω1

[Nx,y]
s ω≤−R

]
=

∞, P ′–a.s. And since σ(ω≤−R) is coarser than σ(ω≤0), it suffices to show that

E ′
[
Ea
ω1

[Nx,y]
s ω≤0

]
=∞, P ′–a.s. (34)

We first show that for i ∈ [1 − R, 0] and j ≤ 0, there is a constant C > 0 such that on
the event K,

ω1(i, j)

ω(i, j)
≥ C. (35)

Recall that for i ∈ [1−R, 0] and j ≤ 0, we have defined

ω1(i, j) =

(
1−

∑
r>0

Z(i,r)

)
ω(i, j)∑
r≤0 ω(i, r)

.

Now for i ∈ [1 − R, 0], we know that
∑

r>0 Z(i,r) can be arbitrarily close to 1. How-
ever, we assert it is bounded away from 1 on the coupling event K, where necessarily
W1,W2, . . . ,Wk <

1
`
. In fact, we assert that on this event,

∑
r>0 Z(i,r) is maximized when

W1 = · · · = Wk = 1
`
. One can check by induction that for a given 1−R ≤ i ≤ 0,∑

r>0

Z(i,r) = 1−
∏
r>0

(1− Z ′(i,r)). (36)
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Since all the Z ′(i,r) are independent, the right side of (36) is maximized when they are all as

large as possible. On K, the largest they can get is when all the Wi are equal to 1
`
, and this

yields a value less than 1, proving our assertion and giving us (35).
Let −M < 0. For 1−R ≤ i ≤ 0, consider the (i, x, y) excursion event Ei,x,y where:

• X0 = i

• If i 6= y, the walk hits y before returning to i or leaving (−∞, 0].

• After Hy, the walk hits x without hitting i more than once in between and without
leaving (−∞, 0].7

We say an (i, x, y) excursion event starts at time n if (Xn, Xn+1, . . .) ∈ Ei,x,y. Then the
number of such excursion events for any i is no more than 2Nx,y. This is because each trip
from y to x can count toward at most two excursion events due to the requirement that
there be only one visit to i in between visiting y and x.8

Fix ω≤0. For any i ≤ 0, the probability under P i
ω of any finite path that stays within

(−∞, 0] is fixed. On the event K (which is independent of ω≤0 and therefore still has
probability 1

`k
conditioned on ω≤0), the probability under P i

ω1
of such a path is bounded from

below due to (35). Therefore, on the event K, there exists a positive constant c = c(ω≤0)
such that on K,

min
1−R≤i≤0

P i
ω1

(Ei,x,y) > c. (37)

(For each i consider a particular finite path that achieves Ei,x,y, take ci to be a lower bound
for the probability under P i

ω1
of taking that path, then take c to be the minimum of the ci.)

We have from (31) that on K, Ea
ω1

[N[1−R,0]] ≥ 1
2(k+1)

E0
ω2

[N0]. Taking conditional expec-
tations, we almost surely have

E ′
[
Ea
ω1

[N[1−R,0]]
s ω≤0

]
≥ E ′

[
Ea
ω1

[N[1−R,0]]
s
1K ω≤0

]
≥ 1

2s(k + 1)s
E ′
[
E0
ω2

[N0]s1K ω≤0
]

=
1

2s(k + 1)s
E ′
[
E0
ω2

[N0]s
]
P ′(K)

=∞,

where the first equality comes from the fact that ω≤0, K, and ω2 are all independent. Now

7It is necessary to allow for the walk to hit i once on the way to x in case b > i and the only way to
reach x from y is through i. For all other cases, we could require that the walk avoid i between hitting y
and hitting x, but to avoid treating this case separately, we allow one visit to i in all cases, at the cost of a
factor of 2.

8For example, if the walk goes from i to y to i again to y again and then to x, then an excursion event
started at each of the times the walk was at i, but there was only one trip from to y to x.
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with probability 1,

∞ = E ′
[
Ea
ω1

[N[1−R,0]]
s ω≤0

]
= E ′

[(
∞∑
n=1

P a
ω1

(Xn ∈ [1−R, 0])

)s

ω≤0

]

= E ′

[(
0∑

i=1−R

∞∑
n=1

P a
ω1

(Xn = i)

)s

ω≤0

]

Multiplying by cs, where c is the constant from (37), will not change the fact that the
expression is infinite. And since cs depends only on ω≤0, it may be pulled inside of an
expectation conditioned on ω≤0. Therefore we almost surely have

∞ = E ′

[(
0∑

i=1−R

∞∑
n=1

cP a
ω(Xn = i)

)s

ω≤0

]

≤ E ′

[(
0∑

i=1−R

∞∑
n=1

P a
ω1

(Xn = i)P i
ω1

(Ei,x,y)

)s

ω≤0

]

= E ′

[(
0∑

i=1−R

Ea
ω1

[# {n ∈ N0 : (Xk)
∞
k=n ∈ Ei,x,y}]

)s

ω≤0

]

≤ E ′

[(
0∑

i=1−R

Ea
ω1

[2Nx,y]

)s

ω≤0

]
= (2R)sE ′

[
Ea
ω1

[Nx,y]
s ω≤0

]
Thus, E ′

[
Ea
ω1

[Nx,y]
s ω≤0

]
=∞ with probability 1. This is (34), which suffices to prove our

claim, and with it our theorem.

We now prove a slightly strengthened converse to Proposition 5.4.

Proposition 5.5. If s < κ1, then there is an M ≥ 0 such that for all x, y ∈ Z with
y − x ≥M , EG

[
E0
ω[N ′x,y]

s
]
<∞.

Proof. Let s < κ1. It suffices to find M such that for any a ∈ Z,

EG
[
Ea
ω[N ′0,M ]s

]
<∞. (38)

This is because for any x, y with y − x = M , (38) gives us

EG
[
E−xω [N ′0,M ]s

]
<∞,

and then the shift-invariance of G gives us EG
[
E0
ω[N ′x,y]

s
]
< ∞. For y − x > M , we have

N ′x,y ≤ N ′x,x+M , which finishes the proof.
Let M ≥ 1 and and fix a ∈ Z. Suppose ω is such that jumps to the left and right are

bounded by L and R, respectively, and the Markov chain is irreducible with almost-sure
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transience to the right (this is all true with PG-probability 1). Then after the walk traverses
[0,M ] from right to left n− 1 times, it will almost surely return to [M,∞) by transience to
the right, and then traversing the interval an nth time will require visiting one of the sites
M, . . . ,M + L − 1 and then backtracking past 0. Hence P a

ω(N ′0,M ≥ n N ′0,M ≥ n − 1) ≤
max0≤i≤L−1 P

M+i
ω (H≤0 <∞). It is therefore straightforward to check by induction that

P a
ω(N ′0,M ≥ n) ≤

(
max

0≤i≤L−1
PM+i
ω (H≤0 <∞)

)n−1

.

Summing over all n ≥ 1 we get

Ea
ω[N ′0,M ] ≤ 1

min0≤i≤L−1 PM+i
ω (H≤0 =∞)

. (39)

It therefore suffices to show that the right hand side has finite sth moment.
Notice that by our assumptions on ω, for any x ≥ 0 and y ≥ x, there is a z in [y+1, y+R]

such that P z
ω(H≤0 = ∞) ≥ P x

ω (H≤0 = ∞). This is because if a walk from x is to avoid
backtracking to 0, it must enter [y + 1, y + R] before backtracking to 0, and then continue
to avoid backtracking to 0. Thus, in every interval of length R to the right of 0, there is at
least one site z (which depends on ω) such that P z

ω(H≤0 = ∞) ≥ max1≤i≤R P
i
ω(H≤0 = ∞).

Call such a site an escape site, and let

E = E(ω) := {x ∈ [1,M ] : x is an escape site}. (40)

Then for x > 0,

P x
ω (H≤0 =∞) ≥ P x

ω (HE < H≤0) max
1≤i≤R

P i
ω(H≤0 =∞) + P x

ω (HE = H≤0 =∞)

≥ P x
ω (HE ≤ H≤0) max

1≤i≤R
P i
ω(H≤0 =∞).

Substituting this into (39) we get

Ea
ω[N ′0,M ] ≤ 1

min0≤i≤L−1 PM+i
ω (HE ≤ H≤0)

· 1

max1≤i≤R P i
ω(H≤0 =∞)

=
1

1−max0≤i≤L−1 PM+i
ω (H≤0 < HE)

· 1

max1≤i≤R P i
ω(H≤0 =∞)

(41)

To show that this has finite sth moment for large enough M we will use Hölder’s inequal-
ity. Choose s′ such that s < s′ < κ1, and let t = ss′

s′−s . Thus, for any random variables X and

Y , where E[X t] <∞ and E[Y s′ ] <∞, we will have E[(XY )s] <∞. We will show that the
second term of the right hand side of (41) has finite s′th moment, and that the first term
can have arbitrarily high finite moments for M sufficiently large, so that for large enough
M , the first term has finite tth moment.

By arguing along the lines of Claim 1.1.1, we see that the distribution of max1≤i≤R P
i
ω(H0 =

∞) under PG+ is the distribution of max1≤i≤R P
i
ω(H≤0 =∞) under PG. Recall from Lemma
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5.3 that under PG+ , P 0
ω(H̃0 = ∞) ∼ Beta(κ1, d

−). Now for PG+–a.e. environment ω,

P 0
ω(H̃0 =∞) ≤ max1≤i≤R P

i
ω(H0 =∞) by the Markov property, because X1 ∈ [1, R] P0

G+–a.s.
We may conclude that

EG

[(
1

max1≤i≤R P i
ω(H≤0 =∞)

)s′]
≤ EG+

[(
1

P 0
ω(H̃0 =∞)

)s′]
<∞. (42)

We now show that the first term of (41) has finite tth moment, provided M is chosen
large enough. Let A ∈ [0, L − 1] be the maximizer in the denominator this term. That is,
M+A is the site within [M,M+L−1] from which there is the highest probability of hitting
0 before hitting an escape site between 0 and M . For i ∈ [0, L−1], let ωi be the environment
ω, modified at sites other than M + i in [M,∞) so that the walk jumps from these sites to
M + i with probability 1 under ωi. That is, for y ≥M , ωi(y,M + i) = 1.

Now under ω, a walk from any site to the right of [M,M+L−1] must enter [M,M+L−1]
before hitting 0. By the strong Markov property, the site in [M,∞) with the best probability
(under ω) of hitting 0 strictly before E is therefore A. Forcing the walk to jump from other
sites in [M,∞) to site A can only increase the probability that the walk hits 0 before E , by
Lemma A.1. Therefore,

max
0≤i≤L−1

PM+i
ω (H≤0 < HE) = PM+A

ω (H≤0 < HE) ≤ PM+A
ωA

(H≤0 < HE).

From this we get

1

1−max0≤i≤L−1 PM+i
ω (H≤0 < HE)

≤ 1

PM+A
ωA

(HE ≤ H≤0)
≤

L−1∑
i=0

1

PM+i
ωi

(HE ≤ H≤0)
, (43)

and it suffices to show that each term in the sum has finite tth moment for large enough M .
Say that a set W ⊆ [1,M ] is an escape-type set if W contains at least one element of

every interval of length R contained in [1,M ]. Then E is an escape-type set. Now for each
escape-type set W , consider an environment ωi,W such that:

1. All sites y ∈ W (ω) are sinks: for all y ∈ W, z ∈ Z, ωi,W (y, z) = 1{z=y};

2. For y = 1, . . . L− 1, ωi,W (y, 0) =
∑

z≤0 ωi(y, z) and for z < 0, ωi,W (y, z) = 0;

3. For all z, ωi,W (0, z) = 1{z=M+i};

4. All other transition probabilities are the same in ωi,W as in ωi.

By construction, PM+i
ωi

(HE ≤ H≤0) = P 0
ωi,E

(H̃0 =∞). Hence

1

PM+i
ωi

(HE ≤ H≤0)
= E0

ωi,E
[N0]. (44)

We wish to show, with Tournier’s lemma, that this quantity has finite tth moment for
sufficiently large M . Since E is random, ωi,E is not a Dirichlet environment, because the set
E of sink sites is random. Nevertheless, for a fixed M , there are finitely many possible escape
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Figure 5: An example of the graph GM,i,W with L = 3, R = 2, M = 6, i = 1, and
W = {2, 3, 5}

sets. Hence it suffices to show that for large enough M , E0
ωi,W

[N0] has finite tth moment for
every escape-type set W . Note that sites outside of the set [0,M + i + R] are unreachable
from sites inside the set under ωi,W . By the amalgamation property, the restriction of ωi,W
to [0,M + i + R]2 is distributed as a Dirichlet environment on a graph GM,i,W with vertex
set [0,M + i+R] that looks like G on these vertices except that:

1. Directed edges from sites w ∈ W are removed and replaced with one self-loop at each
such site;

2. For each y = 1, . . . L− 1, all directed edges from y to sites less than or equal to 0 are
replaced with one directed edge to 0 with the sum of their weights (in our illustration
we use multiple edges for visual clarity);

3. All directed edges from 0 are replaced with one directed edge to M + i;

4. All directed edges from each y ∈ [M + L,M + i + R] are replaced with one edge to
M + i.

When there is only one edge from a vertex, its weight does not matter—weight 1 is as good
as any. Figure 5 illustrates an example of a graph GM,i,W . Any strongly connected set
S of vertices containing 0 must contain M + i and a path from M + i to 0, but cannot
contain any vertices in W . Dividing [0,M ] into consecutive intervals of length m0 (where
m0 ≥ max(L,R) is large enough that every interval of length m0 is strongly connected in
G), we see that every such interval contains a vertex in S (because a path from M + i to 0 in
Gi,W cannot jump over L vertices), and every such interval contains a vertex in W (because
such a vertex exists in every interval of length R). Hence, by the definition of m0, every
such interval must contain an edge from S to a vertex not in S. If M ≥ qm0, so that [0,M ]
contains at least q disjoint intervals of length m0, and if ε is the smallest weight any edge in
G has, then βS ≥ qε. Taking M sufficiently large raises this lower bound above t. Fix this
large M . Then Tournier’s lemma ensures that EGM,i,W [E0

ω[N0]t] <∞ for all escape-type sets

W , which implies that EG

[
E0
ωi,W

[N0]t
]
<∞. Since M is fixed, there are finitely many such

W , so

EG

[
E0
ωi,E

[N0]t
]
≤ EG

[∑
W

E0
ωi,W

[N0]t

]
<∞,

where the sum is taken over all escape-type sets W . Now, by (44), each term of the sum
on the right hand side of (43) has finite tth moment, giving finite tth moment to the left

40



5.3 Using κ0 and κ1 to characterize ballisticity 5 BALLISTIC PARAMETERS

hand side. This is what we needed to complete the proof, as we may now apply Hölder’s
inequality to (41) to see that EG

[
Ea
ω[N ′0,M ]s

]
<∞, which is precisely (38).

We have now proven each part of Theorem 1.5, which states that if κ1 > 0 and s > 0,
then the following are equivalent:

(a) κ1 > s.

(b) There is an M ≥ 0 such that for all x, y ∈ Z with y − x ≥M , EG
[
E0
ω[N ′x,y]

s
]
<∞.

(c) There exist x < y ∈ Z such that EG [E0
ω[Nx,y]

s] <∞.

Proof of Theorem 1.5. (a)⇒ (b) This is Proposition 5.5.
(b)⇒ (c) This follows from the fact that N ′−M,0 ≥ N−M,0.
(c)⇒ (a) This is the contrapositive of Proposition 5.4 (2).

5.3 Using κ0 and κ1 to characterize ballisticity

From Theorems 1.4 and 1.5, we can conclude that if s ≥ κ0, then EG[E
0
ω[N0]s] = ∞ due

to finite trapping effects, and that if s ≥ κ1, then EG[E
0
ω[N0]s] = ∞ due to large-scale

backtracking effects. On the other hand, if s < min(κ0, κ1), then neither effect, on its own,
is enough to cause EG[E

0
ω[N0]s] to be infinite. However, we must consider the possibility that

the two effects could “conspire together”, since the quenched probability of backtracking
and hitting 0 is not completely independent of the quenched probability of hitting 0 a large
number of times before exiting a small region. Nevertheless, we are able to show that there
is enough independence that this is not an issue; E0

ω[N0] indeed has finite moments up to
the minimum of κ0 and κ1. In this subsection, we prove Theorem 1.6, which states that
EG[E

0
ω[N0]s] < ∞ if and only if s < min(κ0, κ1). Before proving it, we begin with the

following lemma.

Lemma 5.6. For any z > 0,

EG

[
1

P 0
ω(H≥z < H̃0)s

]
<∞ ⇔ s < min(κ0, d

+).

Equivalently, EG

[
E0
ω

[
N

(−∞,z)
0

]s]
=∞ if and only if s < min(κ0, d

+).

Proof. First, assume s < min(κ0, d
+). We will consider an integer −M < −R. For an

environment ω, let j(ω) be the vertex j in [1 −M,R −M ] that maximizes P j
ω(H0 < H≥z).

Consider an environment ω′ such that:

1. for i ∈ [z −R, z − 1], ω′(i, z) =
∑

j≥z ω(i, j) and for j > z, ω′(i, j) = 0;

2. z is a sink—for all x, ω′(z, x) = 1{x=z};

3. all other transition probabilities are the same in ω′ as in ω.

By construction, P x
ω′(H̃0 < ∞) = P x

ω′(H̃0 < Hz) = P x
ω (H̃0 < H≥z) for all x. We now

modify the environment further. For each 1 ≤ ` ≤ R, let ω` be the environment such that
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Figure 6: An example of the graph G`, where L = 2, R = 3, z = 1, M = 6, and ` = 2−M

1. for i ∈ [−M − L+ 1,−M ], ω′(i, j) = 1{j=`} for all j;

2. All other transition probabilities are the same in ω` as in ω′.

In particular, we are interested in ωj(ω). Because j(ω) maximizes P j
ω(H0 < H≥z) on [−M −

L + 1,−M ], modifying sites in this set to send the walk directly to j(ω) can only increase
the probability, from any starting point, that H0 < Hz (see Lemma A.1 for details). Thus,

P 0
ωj(ω)

(H̃0 < H≥z) ≤ P 0
ω′(H̃0 < H≥z) = P 0

ω(H̃0 < H≥z).

Moreover, for PG–a.e. ω, we have E0
ωj(ω)

[N0] = 1
P 0
ωj(ω)

(H̃0=∞)
. It follows that

1

P 0
ω(H≥z < H̃0)

≤ E0
ωj(ω)

[N0].

It suffices, therefore, to show that EG[Eωj(ω)[N0]s] <∞. We would like to use Tournier’s
lemma. Although ωj(ω) is not distributed according to a Dirichlet distribution (since j(ω)
is random), the amalgamation property implies that each ω` is distributed as a Dirichlet
environment. In particular, the restriction of ω` to [−M − L + 1, z]2 is distributed as a
Dirichlet environment on a graph G` with vertices [−M−L+1, z] and the following properties:

1. each vertex in [−M − L+ 1,−M ] has one edge to ` with arbitrary weight, say 1;

2. vertices in [1−M, z −R− 1] have the same edges with the same weights as in G;

3. vertices in [z − R, z − 1] have the same edges with the same weights as in G, except
that edges that would terminate to the right of z terminate at z;9

4. z has one self-loop with arbitrary weight, say 1.

With probability 1, no vertices to the left of −M − L + 1 or to the right of z are reachable
from [−M, z], so what happens at these vertices does not really matter. Figure 6 shows an
example of the graph G`.

Moreover, since 1 −M ≤ j(ω) ≤ R −M , we have E0
ωj(ω)

[N0] ≤
∑R−M

`=1−M E0
ω`

[N0]. Thus,

to show that EG

[
1

P 0
ω(H≥z<H̃0)s

]
<∞, it suffices to show that EG[E

0
ω`

[N0]s] = EG` [E
0
ω[N0]s] is

finite for each 1−M ≤ ` ≤ R−M .
We make the following claim.

9As usual, if this would result in multiple edges, they are collapsed into one edge with the sum of their
weights, but we leave multiple edges in our illustration for clarity.
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Claim 5.6.1. If M is chosen large enough, G` will have the property that every finite,
strongly connected set S of vertices with 0 ∈ S has βS ≥ min(d+, κ0).

The proof of this claim is very similar to the proof of Proposition 5.1, so we only sketch it
here, making special note of important similarities to and differences from the earlier proof.
Like G, the graph G` has the property that for any finite, strongly connected set set S of
vertices, if x < y are consecutive “non-insulated” vertices to the right of −M that differ
by more than m0, then (x, y) ⊂ S. The graph G` also has the property that every strongly
connected set S ′ that contains m0 or more consecutive vertices has total weight at least d+

exiting S ′ to the right. However, because of how the graph is modified, there need not be
any weight exiting S ′ to the left. We may therefore choose M large enough that every finite,
strongly connected set S containing 0 either (a) does not reach −M , in which case S looks
like a subset of G and βS ≥ κ0, or (b) contains at least m0 consecutive vertices in a row, in
which case βS ≥ d+, or (c) contains enough non-insulated vertices that βS ≥ min(d+, κ0).
This completes the proof of the claim.

Since we have assumed s < min(κ0, d
+), our claim gives us s < βS for all strongly

connected sets S containing 0, and therefore Tournier’s Lemma tells us that EG` [E
0
ω[N0]s] <

∞.
This finishes one direction of the lemma, and the only direction that is needed for the

rest of the paper. For the other direction, assume s ≥ min(κ0, d
+). If s ≥ κ0, then Theorem

1.4 implies EG

[
E0
ω

[
N

[−M,0]
0

]s]
= ∞, which implies EG

[
E0
ω

[
N

(−∞,z)
0

]s]
= ∞. If s ≥ d+,

then one can check that EG

[(∑
i<z,j≥z ω(i, j)

)−s]
=∞, and then arguments along the lines

of the last part of the proof of Proposition 5.4 give the desired result.

We are now ready to prove Theorem 1.6, which gives us the final piece for our character-
ization of ballisticity.

Proof of Theorem 1.6. The forward direction is implied by Theorem 1.4 and Theorem 1.5.
For the reverse direction, let s < s′ < min(κ1, κ0). We want to show that EG [E0

ω[N0]s] <∞.
Since, for all ω, E0

ω[N0] = 1
P 0
ω(H̃0=∞)

, we must examine the quantity P 0
ω(H̃0 =∞).

Let M = qm0 be a positive multiple of m0 (we will later take q to be large enough
to satisfy a given condition, but we will not take q to infinity). For each 1 ≤ j ≤ q, let
Bj = ((j − 1)m0, jm0], and define

fω(Bj) := min
x∈Bj ,1≤i≤R

P x
ω (XHBc

j
= jm0 + i)

Since fω(Bj) only depends on ωBj , the fω(Bj) are i.i.d.
We will show that for some a, C > 0, PG(fω(B1) < ε) ≤ Cεa. For a given vertex x, let

ωx = minαy−x>0 ω(x, y). Since intervals of length m0 are strongly connected, there is a path
in G from every x ∈ B1 to every m0 + i, 1 ≤ i ≤ R, that uses only vertices in B1, and each at
most once (since the existence of a path with loops implies the existence of a path without
loops). Therefore,

fω(B1) ≥

(∏
x∈B1

ωx

)
.
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Now for each x,

PG (ωx < ε) ≤ (R + L) max
αy−x>0

PG(ω(x, y) < ε)

≤ Cεa

for some constant C > 0, where a = minαi 6=0 αi. Now by [29, Lemma 9], there is some r such
that PG(

∏
x∈B1

ωx ≤ ε) ≤ C ′εa(− ln ε)r for all ε sufficiently small. Let a′ < a; then for large

enough C ′′, we have PG(
∏

x∈B1
ωx < ε) ≤ C ′′εa

′
, and therefore PG(fω(B1) < ε) ≤ C ′′εa

′

Let M = m0q be large enough that a′q > t := ss′

s′−s . Since all the fω(Bj) are i.i.d., we
have

PG

(
max

0≤j≤q−1
fω(Bj) < ε

)
≤ (C ′′εa

′
)q. (45)

Now let j∗ be the maximizer of fω(Bj) over 0 ≤ j ≤ q− 1. By (45) and the choice of M , we
have

EG

[(
1

fω(Bj∗)

)t]
<∞. (46)

As in the proof of Proposition 5.5, we note that for any random variables X and Y , where
E[X t] <∞ and E[Y s′ ] <∞, we will have E[(XY )s] <∞ by Hölder’s inequality.

For PG–a.e. environment ω we have

P 0
ω(H̃0 =∞) ≥ P 0

ω(HBj∗ < H̃0)fω(Bj∗) max
1≤i≤R

P j∗m0+i
ω (H≤j∗m0 =∞).

This is because one way for the walk to never return to 0 is for it to hit Bj∗ before returning
to 0, then once it is in Bj∗ , to make its way to the vertex j∗m0 + i just to the right of Bj∗ that
maximizes the probability of never backtracking to j∗m0, and then to avoid backtracking to
j∗m0. Thus

1

Pω(H̃0 =∞)
≤ 1

P 0
ω(HBj∗ < H̃0)fω(Bj∗) max1≤i≤R P

j∗m0+i
ω (H≤j∗m0 =∞)

=

q∑
j=1

1{j=j∗}

P 0
ω(HBj < H̃0)fω(Bj∗) max1≤i≤R P

jm0+i
ω (H≤jm0 =∞)

≤ 1

fω(Bj∗)

q∑
j=1

1

P 0
ω(HBj < H̃0)

· 1

max1≤i≤R P
jm0+i
ω (H≤jm0 =∞)

(47)

Now for each fixed j, P 0
ω(HBj < H̃0) and max1≤i≤R P

jm0+i
ω (H≤jm0 = ∞) are independent.

Under PG, the reciprocal of the former has finite s′th moment by Lemma 5.6, since s′ ≤
min(κ0, κ1) ≤ min(κ0, d

+).
We show that the reciprocal of max1≤i≤R P

jm0+i
ω (H≤jm0 = ∞) has finite s′th moment.

Under PG, its distribution is the same as that of max1≤i≤R P
i
ω(H≤0 = ∞), which (arguing

as in Claim 1.1.1) is also the distribution of max1≤i≤R P
i
ω(H0 = ∞) under PG+ . Now for

PG+–a.e. environment ω, P 0
ω(H̃0 =∞) ≤ max1≤i≤R P

i
ω(H0 =∞). Hence

EG

[
1

max1≤i≤R P
jm0+i
ω (H≤jm0 =∞)s′

]
≤ EG+

[
1

P 0
ω(H̃0 =∞)s′

]
. (48)
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Lemma 5.3 tells us that under PG+ , P 0
ω(H̃0 = ∞) ∼ Beta(κ1, d

−). Since s′ ≤ κ1, the right
side of (48) is finite by (2).

Returning now to (47), we have seen that the two fractions inside the sum are independent
and each have finite s′th moment. Thus, the entire sum has finite s′th moment. By this and
by (46), we may apply Hölder’s inequality to get

EG[E
0
ω[N0]s] = EG

[
1

Pω(H̃0 =∞)s

]
<∞.

We are now able to give a complete characterization of ballisticity. Assume κ1 > 0.
Theorem 1.7 states that the walk is ballistic if and only if min(κ1, κ0) > 1.

Proof of Theorem 1.7. Let s = 1 in Theorem 1.6, and then apply Lemma 1.3.

A Auxiliary Proofs

We outline a proof of Proposition 4.1.
Recall that we have defined τ0 := 0, and for k ≥ 1, τk := min{n > τk−1 : Xn >

Xj for all j < n,Xn ≤ Xj for all j > n}.
We are to prove that for P satisfying (C1), (C2), (C3), and (C4), the following hold:

1. There is a P0–almost sure limiting velocity

v := lim
n→∞

Xn

n
=

E0[Xτ2 −Xτ1 ]

E[τ2 − τ1]
, (49)

where the fraction is understood to be 0 if the denominator is infinite, and the numer-
ator is always finite.

2. limx→∞
H≥x
x

= 1
v
, P0–a.s., where 1

v
is understood to be ∞ if v = 0.

It is standard (see, for example, [16], [28]) to prove a LLN like (49) by the following steps:

(a) Show that
Xτk
k

approaches E[Xτ2 −Xτ1 ]

(b) Show that τk
k

approaches E[τ2 − τ1]

(c) Show that E[Xτ2 −Xτ1 ] <∞

(d) Conclude that the limit (49) holds for the subsequence
(
Xτk
τk

)
k

(e) Use straightforward bounds that come from the definitions of the τk to get the limit for
the entire sequence

(
Xn
n

)
n
.
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Part (2) then follows from a comparison of x
H≥x

with a subsequence of Xn
n

.

The definition of the regeneration times is precisely set up so that both the sequences
(τk− τk−1)k≥2 and (Xτk−Xτk−1

)k≥2 are i.i.d. sequences, so proving the limits (a) and (b) is a
matter of tracing how the i.i.d. feature follows from the definitions and applying the strong
law of large numbers. In fact, arguing as in [16, Lemma 1], one can show that the triples

ξn :=
(
τn − τn−1 , (Xτn−1+i −Xτn−1)

τn−τn−1

i=1 , (ωx)
Xτn−1
x=Xτn−1

)
are i.i.d. under P0 = P × P 0

ω for n ≥ 2.
The finiteness in (c) can be shown using arguments along the lines of those in [31,

Lemma 3.2.5]. Because we have assumed almost-sure transience to the right, the measure
Q introduced there is unnecessary. Another difference is that in our model, transience to
the right does not imply that every vertex to the right of the origin is hit. So instead of
studying the probability, for a given x, that a regeneration occurs at site x, we focus on the
probability that the regeneration occurs on a given interval of length R. For z ≥ 0, let Bz

be the event that for some k, Xτk ∈ [zR, (z + 1)R). Then

P0(Bz) = E
[
P 0
ω(Bz)

]
≥ E

[
R−1∑
i=0

P 0
ω(H[zR,(z+1)R) = zR + i)P zR+i

ω (H<zR+i =∞)

]

=
R−1∑
i=0

E
[
P 0
ω(H[zR,(z+1)R) = zR + i)P zR+i

ω (H<zR+i =∞)
]

=
R−1∑
i=0

P0(H[zR,(z+1)R) = zR + i)PzR+i(H<zR+i =∞)

= P0(H<0 =∞), (50)

where the second to last equality comes from the fact that ω<zR is independent of ω≥zR+i,
and the last comes from translation invariance and the fact that H[zR,(z+1)R) < ∞ P0–a.s.
The rest of the argument from [31] goes through to prove (c), and (d) and (e) easily follow.

We now prove a lemma that is used to justify arguments where we replace transition
probabilities at a particular site x with an almost-sure jump to another site y.

Lemma A.1. Consider an environment ω on a finite or countable vertex set V . Assume
the Markov chain is irreducible under ω. Let A and B be disjoint finite subsets of V , with
A nonempty. Now let x ∈ V −A∪B and y ∈ V −B, with P y

ω(HA < HB) ≥ P x
ω (HA < HB).

Suppose ω′ is an environment that agrees with ω at all sites other than x but has ω′(x, y) = 1.
Then for all z ∈ V , P z

ω′(HA < HB) ≥ P z
ω(HA < HB)

Proof. We first assume that V is finite. For z ∈ V , let f0(z) = P z
ω(HA < HB). Then, for

i ≥ 1, define

fi(z) :=


∑

w∈V ω
′(z, w)fi−1(w) z /∈ A ∪B

0 z ∈ B
1 z ∈ A

.
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Now for z 6= x, f1(z) = f0(z), since f is harmonic with respect to ω. On the other
hand, f1(x) = f0(y) ≥ f0(x). Thus, f1(z) ≥ f0(z) for all z. A straightforward induction
now shows that for all z ∈ V , the sequence (fi(z)) is increasing and bounded. Hence
f(z) := limi→∞ fi(z) exists, and f(z) ≥ f0(z) for all z.

We will have completed the proof if we can show that f(z) = P z
ω′(HA < HB). One can

easily check that f is ω′-harmonic on V −A∪B, identically 1 on A, and identically 0 on B.
The function z → P z

ω′(HA < HB) has these same properties, and by the maximum principle
there is only one such function.

Now suppose V is infinite, and let z0 ∈ V . Take any finite subset S ⊂ V containing A,
B, x, y, and z0, and take one “sink” vertex ∂ not in S. For z, w ∈ S, define ω∗(z, w) :=
P z
ω(H̃S < ∞, XH̃S

= w), and ω∗(z, ∂) := P z
ω(H̃S = ∞). Define (ω′)∗ similarly. Then for all

z ∈ S,
P z
ω(HA < HB) = P z

ω∗(HA < HB). (51)

To see this, it is straightforward to check that z → P z
ω(HA < HB) is harmonic with respect

to ω∗ on S − {A ∪ B}, identically 1 on A, and identically 0 on B ∪ {∂}. The function
z → P z

ω∗(HA < HB) has these same properties, and there is only one such function. Similarly,

P z
ω′(HA < HB) = P z

(ω′)∗(HA < HB). (52)

We want to show that (ω′)∗ has the same properties relative to ω∗ that ω′ has relative to
ω, so that we may apply the conclusion from the finite case with (ω∗)

′ := (ω′)∗. That is, we
need to show that

(a) For z 6= x, and w ∈ S ∪ {∂}, we have (ω′)∗(z, w) = ω∗(z, w).
(b) (ω′)∗(x, y) = 1.
The statement (b) comes from the fact that ω′(x, y) = 1. The statement (a) says that

P z
ω′(H̃S < ∞, XH̃S

= w) = P z
ω(H̃S < ∞, XH̃S

= w). This is true because these probabilities
do not depend on the environment at x, and ω ≡ ω′ everywhere else.

We may now apply the finite case to the measures ω∗ and (ω′)∗, concluding that P z0
(ω′)∗

(HA <

HB) ≥ P z0
ω∗(HA < HB). By (51) and (52), we get P z0

ω′ (HA < HB) ≥ P z0
ω (HA < HB). Since z0

was arbitrary, this is enough to conclude the argument.

B Calculating κ0

In the body of the paper, we gave an algorithm to compute κ0, but this algorithm grows
in complexity with the smallest positive αi. Here, we prove Proposition 5.2, which asserts
that given an underlying directed graph, κ0 is a minimum of finitely many positive integer
combinations of the αi. Although we do not have a general algorithm to find the formula, we
give several examples where we are able to do so. These examples exhibit various important
features that sets S attaining βS = κ0 may have. We also prove Proposition B.2, showing
that κ0 and κ1 are unrestricted by each other. We begin with the following lemma.

Lemma B.1. Let N ⊆ Nk be a set of ordered k-tuples of positive integers. Let v be the
natural partial ordering on Nk, (n1, . . . , nk) v (n′1, . . . , n

′
k) if ni ≤ n′i for all i. Then there is

a finite subset N ∗ ⊆ N such that for all x ∈ N , there is an x∗ ∈ N ∗ such that x∗ v x.
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Proof. We prove this by induction on k. The base case k = 1 is trivial; a 1-tuple is sim-
ply a positive integer, and we can let N ∗ := {minN}. Now suppose the result is true for
all subsets of Nk, and let N ⊆ Nk+1. Now let N := {(n1, . . . , nk) : (n1, . . . , nk, nk+1 ∈
N for some nk+1 ∈ N} be the projection of N onto Nk, and for n ∈ N define N (n) :=
{(n1, . . . , nk) : (n1, . . . , nk, n) ∈ N}. Thus, N =

⋃∞
n=1N (n). Now by the inductive hypoth-

esis, there is a finite set N ∗ ⊆ N such that every element of N is greater than some element
of N ∗. Since N ∗ is finite, N ∗ ⊆

⋃N
n=1N (n) for some N . Applying the inductive hypothesis

to each N (n) gives us sets N ∗(n) such that for all x ∈ N (n), there is a x∗ ∈ N ∗(n) such
that x∗ v x.

Now define N ∗ :=
⋃N
n=1{(n1, . . . , nk, n) : (n1, . . . , nk) ∈ N ∗(n)}. It is easy to see that

this is a finite subset of N . Now suppose (n1, . . . , nk, nk+1) ∈ N . Suppose nk+1 < N . Then
(n1, . . . , nk) ∈ N (nk+1), so there exists (n∗1, . . . , n

∗
k) ∈ N ∗(nk+1) with n∗i ≤ ni for 1 ≤ i ≤ k.

Since (n∗1, . . . , n
∗
k, nk+1) ∈ N ∗, we are done.

On the other hand, suppose nk+1 ≥ N . Then since (n1, . . . , nk) ∈ N , there exists
(n∗1, . . . , n

∗
k) ∈ N ∗ such that n∗i ≤ ni for all i = 1, . . . , k. Now (n∗1, . . . , n

∗
k) ∈ N (n) for

some n ≤ N ≤ nk+1. Hence there exists (n∗∗1 , . . . , n
∗∗
k ) ∈ N ∗(n) such that n∗∗i ≤ n∗i for all

1 ≤ i ≤ k. Thus (n∗∗1 , . . . , n
∗∗
k , n) ∈ N ∗ with n∗∗i ≤ ni for 1 ≤ i ≤ k, and n ≤ nk+1.

We are now able to prove Proposition 5.2.

Proof of Proposition 5.2. For any finite set S ⊂ Z, βS is a sum of weights of edges exiting
β. The weight of each edge is αi for some i, and each αi must be included at least once, as
the weight of an edge exiting either the rightmost or leftmost point of S. Thus,

βS =
R∑

i=−L

xiαi

where xi = xi(S) := #{z ∈ S : z + i /∈ S} ≥ 1.
Now let N ⊂ NR+L be the set of ordered tuples (y−L, . . . , yR) such that there is some

finite set S with xi(S) = yi for all −L ≤ i ≤ R. Thus,

κ0 = inf

{
R∑

i=−L

yiαi : (y−L, . . . , yR) ∈ N

}
.

Applying Lemma B.1, we get a finite setN ∗ ⊆ N such that for any S, there is a (y−L, . . . , yR) ∈
N ∗ with yi ≤ xi(S) for all −L ≤ i ≤ R. Thus,

κ0 = min

{
R∑

i=−L

yiαi : (y−L, . . . , yR) ∈ N ∗
}
. (53)

This is a minimum of finitely many positive integer combinations of the αi.

We now give examples where we can find the formula for κ0. Recall that κ0 := inf{βS :
S ⊂ Z finite, strongly connected}, where βS is the sum of edge weights leaving the set S.
By shift invariance of the graph G, it suffices to consider sets S whose leftmost point is 0.
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We already showed in Claim 5.1.1 that κ0 ≤ d+ + d−. We can also give a general lower
bound: κ0 ≥ c+ + c−. This is because any strongly connected set will have weight at least
c+ exiting from the rightmost point and weight at least c− exiting from the leftmost point.
Therefore, every strongly connected set S has βS ≥ c++c−, and taking the infimum preserves
the inequality. So we have the bounds

c+ + c− ≤ κ0 ≤ d+ + d−. (54)

Example B.1. L = R = 1.
In this case, d+ = c+ = α1, and d− = c− = α−1, so (54) immediately implies κ0 =

α1 +α−1. This can also be seen by noting that the only strongly connected sets are intervals,
which all have the same exit weight.

Example B.2. α0 > 0.
In this case, {0} is already a strongly connected set, so (54) gives κ0 = β{0} = c+ + c−.

Example B.3. L = 2, R = 3, αi = 0 for i = −1, . . . , 2.
In this case, we also have κ0 = d++d−. Let S be a strongly connected finite set of vertices

with left endpoint 0. Then S contains 3, since there must be a vertex reachable from 0 in
one step, and by assumption there are no vertices to the left of 0. Also, S contains 2, since
0 must be reachable in one step from a vertex in S. Likewise, 2 must then also be reachable,
and since −1 /∈ S, S must contain 4 as well. Now since a vertex must be reachable from 3,
S must contain either 1 or 6. Suppose S contains 1. Then S contains [0, 4], which has exit
weight d+ + d−, and by Claim 5.1.2, βS ≥ β[0,4] = d+ + d−. On the other hand, suppose S
does not contain 1. Then it contains 6. If S also contains 5, then S contains the interval
[2, 6], which is shift-equivalent to [0, 4]. If S contains neither 1 nor 5, then it contains exactly
the set {0, 2, 3, 4, 6} and possibly vertices to the right and/or left of this set, so by Claim
5.1.2, βS ≥ β{0,2,3,4,6}. One can easily check that in this case, β{0,2,3,4,6} = d+ + d−.

We have calculated κ0 without even showing that either [0, 4] or {0, 2, 3, 4, 6} is strongly
connected, but in fact they both are. Consider the path 0 → 3 → 1 → 4 → 2 → 0 in [0, 4]
and the path 0 → 3 → 6 → 4 → 2 → 0 in {0, 2, 3, 4, 6}. Thus, even when κ0 = d+ + d−, a
minimizing set S for βS need not be an interval (although a large enough interval will always
be a minimizing set).

Example B.4. L = 1, R ≥ 2, α0 = 0 α1 > 0, αi = 0 for i = 2, . . . , R− 1.
In this case, we show that κ0 = 2αR + α1 + α−1; thus if R > 2, then κ0 < d+ + d−. Let

S be a strongly connected set with left endpoint 0. Since 0 must be reachable from another
point in S, we have 1 ∈ S. Now by Claim 5.1.2, this implies βS ≥ β{0,1} = 2αR + α1 + α−1.
The set {0, 1} is strongly connected, and hence κ0 = β{0,1} = 2αR + α1 + α−1.

This example lets us show that κ0 and κ1 are independent in the sense that no information
about either may be inferred from the other.

Proposition B.2. The ordered pair (κ0, κ1) may take on any value in the first quadrant of
R2.
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Proof. Let a, b > 0. We will show that L, R, and the αi may be chosen such that κ0 = a and
κ0 = b. Let L = 1, and let R ≥ 2 be large enough that a

2
> b

R
. Then let α1 = α−1 = a

2
− b

R
,

αR = b
R

, and all other αi = 0. Then κ1 = −α−1 + α1 + RαR = b, and by Example B.4,
κ0 = a.

Example B.5. L = R = 2, α−1, α1 > 0, α0 = 0.
There are two possibilities. Let S be a strongly connected set with leftmost point 0. If

1 ∈ S, then by Claim 5.1.2, βS ≥ β{0,1} = d+ + d−. On the other hand, if 1 /∈ S, then 2 ∈ S,
and by Claim 5.1.2, βS ≥ β{0,2} = α−2 + 2α−1 + 2α1 + α2. Since both {0, 1} and {0, 2}
are strongly connected, κ0 may be either d+ + d− or α−2 + 2α−1 + 2α1 + α2, depending on
whether α−1 + α1 or α−2 + α2 is smaller. That is,

κ0 = min(2α−2 + α−1 + α1 + α2, α−2 + 2α−1 + 2α1 + α2)

= α−2 + α−1 + α1 + α2 + min(α−1 + α1, α−2 + α2)

= min(β{0,1}, β{0,2}).

Example B.6. L = 6, R = 3, α2 > 0, αi = 0 for i = −5, . . . , 1.
If S is a finite, strongly connected set with 0 the leftmost vertex, then 6 ∈ S, since 0 must

be reachable from the right. We consider possible sets S∩ [0, 6]. There are 32 subsets of [0, 6]
that contain 0 and 6; however, S must contain either 2 or 3, since there must be edges from
0 to other sets in S and nothing to the left of 0 is allowed. Similarly, if S contains 1, then
it must contain either 3 or 4, and if S contains 2, then it must contain either 4 or 5. This
eliminates 12 of the 32 possibilities, leaving 20 possibilities for S ∩ [0, 6]. Of these, we first
consider two candidates, {0, 3, 6} and {0, 2, 4, 6}. Both of these are strongly connected, and
so β{0,3,6} = 2α−6+3α2+α3 and β{0,2,4,6} = 3α−6+α2+4α3 both provide upper bounds for κ0.
Depending on the values of the αi, either can be lower than the other. The set {0, 2, 3, 4, 6}
is also strongly connected, but has β{0,2,3,4,6} = 4α−6 + 2α2 + 3α3. Thus, if α2 ≥ α3, then
β{0,2,4,6} < β{0,2,3,4,6}, and if α2 ≤ α3, then β{0,3,6} < β{0,2,3,4,6}. One can simply check that
other 17 of the possible sets D = S ∩ [0, 6] either have βD > β{0,3,6} for all possible values
of the αi, βD > β{0,2,4,6} for all possible values of the αi, or βD > β{0,2,3,4,6} for all possible
values of the αi. By Claim 5.1.2, this implies that βS ≥ min(β{0,3,6}, β{0,2,4,6}). Therefore,

κ0 = min(2α−6 + 3α2 + α3, 3α−6 + α2 + 4α3)

= min(β{0,3,6}, β{0,2,4,6}).

In all five of the above examples, there is always a set S minimizing βS that represents a
single, simple loop. The exit time from S is the first time the walk stops repeating this loop.
Thus, if κ0 ≤ 1, then there is a single loop that the walk is expected to repeat infinitely
many times before deviating from it.

In the nearest-neighbor case, treated in Example B.1, κ0 ≤ 1 means the walk is expected
to repeat the loop 0→ 1→ 0 infinitely many times before ever taking a different step (and,
likewise, the walk is expected to repeat the loop 0 → −1 → 0 infinitely many times before
ever stepping to 1). This does not mean the only finite traps are sets of the form {x, x+ 1}.
For example, it is also the case that β[0,5] ≤ 1, so that the walk is expected to spend an
infinite amount of time in [0, 5] before leaving it, regardless of the precise path (and even if
transition probabilities at sites 1,2,3, and 4 are conditioned to be moderate). But there are
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no finite traps “worse” (in the sense of finite moments of quenched expected exit time) than
the set {0, 1}.

In fact, for nearest-neighbor RWDE on Zd, pairs of adjacent vertices are always the worst
finite traps, and if κ0 ≤ 1, then the walk is expected to bounce back and forth between 0
and one other vertex infinitely many times before doing anything else [25].

Our other examples so far match this trend in a sense; although the worst traps are not
necessarily pairs of vertices, the worst traps are loops, and κ0 ≤ 1 means there is a loop that
the walk is expected to iterate infinitely many times before doing anything else.

• In Example B.2, one such loop is 0→ 0.

• In Example B.3, one such loop is 0→ 3→ 6→ 4→ 2→ 0.

• In Example B.4, one such loop is 0→ 1→ 0.

• In Example B.5, one such loop is 0→ 1→ 0 (if β{0,1} ≤ 1) or 0→ 2→ 0 (if β{0,2} ≤ 1).

• In Example B.6, one such loop is 0 → 3 → 6 → 0 (if β{0,3,6} < 1) or 0 → 2 → 4 → 6
(if β{0,2,4,6} < 1).

Our next example shows that unlike in the nearest-neighbor case on Zd, there are pa-
rameters where the strongest finite traps never represent just one loop. In particular, one
can find cases where κ0 ≤ 1, so there are finite traps in which the walk is expected to be
stuck for an infinite amount of time, but there is no single loop that the walk is expected to
iterate infinitely many times before deviating from it.

Example B.7. L = R = 2, α−1 = α0 = 0, α1 > 0.

A finite, strongly connected set with 0 as its leftmost point will necessarily contain 2, since
0 must be reachable from the right. Thus, by claim 5.1.2, for any finite, strongly connected
S, βS ≥ min(β{0,1,2}, β{0,2}). Now {0, 2} and {0, 1, 2} are already strongly connected, so
κ0 = min(β{0,1,2}, β{0,2}). The minimum may be achieved on either set, depending on the αi.

We now examine a case where κ0 ≤ 1, but there are no loops that the walk is expected
to iterate infinitely many times before doing anything else. Suppose α−2 = α2 = 1

9
, and

α1 = 1
2
. Then β{0,2} = 11

9
> 1, and β{0,1,2} = 17

18
< 1. Thus, κ0 = 17

18
, and a walk started

from 0 is expected to spend an infinite amount of time in {0, 1, 2} before exiting. However,
because β{0,2} = 11

9
> 1, the expected exit time from {0, 2} is finite, so the walk is not

expected to iterate the loop 0 → 2 → 0 infinitely many times before deviating from it.
Moreover, the walk is not expected to iterate the loop 0 → 1 → 2 → 0 infinitely many
times before deviating it, but to see this, we must use the original formulation of Tournier’s
lemma from [29]. The formulation there is in terms of sets of edges rather than vertices. The
edges that are not in the loop 0 → 1 → 2 but have tails in the vertex set touched by this
loop have weights that add up to 19

18
> 1. Hence [29, Theorem 1] implies that the expected

time to deviate from this set of edges (and thus from the loop 0 → 1 → 2 → 0) is finite.
Nevertheless, the weight exiting {0, 1, 2} is 17

18
< 1

2
, so the walk is expected to stick to the

vertex set {0, 1, 2}, and thus to the pair of loops 0 → 2 → 0 and 0 → 1 → 2 → 0, for an
infinite amount of time before doing anything else. See Figure 7.
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Figure 7: The top shows the weights exiting the loop 0 → 2 → 0. The middle shows the
weights exiting the loop 0 → 1 → 2 → 0. The bottom shows the weights exiting the union
of these two loops, or the set {0, 1, 2}.

Note that in this example, β{0,1,2} < β{0,2}. This shows that in Claim 5.1.2, the assump-
tion that x is to the right or left of x is really needed.

Our next example presents a similar phenomenon: the walk is not expected to get stuck
in any one loop for an infinite amount of time, but the walk is expected to spend an infinite
amount of time in a set of vertices. In the previous example, the vertex set S minimizing
βS can have all of its vertices hit by one loop, the loop 0→ 1→ 2→ 0, but this loop alone
does not have a trapping effect as strong as the whole set S. In the next example, there is no
single loop that can hit all the vertices in the minimizing S, so our formulation of Tournier’s
lemma in terms of vertices only is enough to see that there is no single loop the walk is
expected to traverse infinitely many times before straying from it. The next example also
presents a calculation of κ0 for a situation where it is less straightforward than the others
we’ve examined.

Example B.8. L = 16, R = 5, α−16, α2, α5 > 0, all other αi = 0.
In this case, there are four possible values for κ0, three of which can be attained by sets of

vertices representing single loops, but one of which cannot. We will show that κ0 is attained
by one of the following four sets:

• S1 = {0, 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16}. This set represents a loop that steps up by 2s from 0
to 16 and then jumps back to 0. βS1 = 8α−16 + α2 + 9α5.

• S2 = {0, 5, 10, 15, 16, 20, 25, 30, 32}. The set S2 represents a loop that steps up by
5s from 0 to 30, then steps to 32 and jumps back to 16 and then to 0. This is one
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of 28 loops that all step up by 5 six times, up by 2 once, and down by 16 twice,
having vertex set S with leftmost point 0. All such loops have the same associated
βS = βS2 = 7α−16 + 8α2 + 3α5.

• S3 = {0, 5, 10, 12, 14, 16}. The set S3 represents a loop that steps up by 5s from 0 to
10, then by 2s from 0 to 16, then jumps back to 0. This is one of 10 loops that all have
vertex set S ⊂ [0, 16], all of which have βS = βS3 = 5α−16 + 3α2 + 4α5.

• S4 = {0, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 14, 16}. This set does not represent one single loop;
in fact, it represents all 10 loops that stay within [0, 16]. βS4 = 12α−16 + 2α2 + 5α5.

One can check that any of βS1 , βS2 , βS3 , and βS4 can be the smallest, depending on the αi.
We will show

κ0 = min(βS1 , βS2 , βS3 , βS4).

To confirm that these are the possible values for κ0, let S be a finite, strongly connected
set with leftmost point 0, and we will show that βS is at least as large as one of these values.
First, we note

βS = x−16α−16 + x2α2 + x5α5,

where xi = xi(S) := #{z ∈ S : z + i /∈ S} ≥ 1. Since 0 must be reachable in one step from
a vertex to its right, 16 ∈ S.

Claim B.8.1. x−16 ≥ 5.

S must contain 0 and 16, so there must be a path σ from 0 to [16,∞) that does not
leave S. Since the only step to the left is down 16, all steps in this path must be to the right
(and must therefore be of length 2 or 5). If this path includes two or more steps of length
2, then S ∩ [0, 15] must have at least 5 elements. But for each z ∈ S ∩ [0, 15], z − 16 /∈ S,
so each element of S ∩ [0, 15] contributes 1 to x−16. Hence x−16 ≥ 5. On the other hand, if
the path σ includes no steps or one step of length 2, then the path σ includes four vertices
in S ∩ [0, 15], does not include 1 or 4, and lands on either 17 or 20. Since 1 and 4 are not in
σ, either 17 or 20 contributes 1 to x−16, in which case we then have x−16 ≥ 5, or else 1 or
4 is in S, in addition to the four vertices from σ that are in [0, 15], so that |S ∩ [0, 15]| ≥ 5,
and so x−16 ≥ 5. This proves our claim.

Claim B.8.2. If x2 = 1, then x−16 ≥ 8 and x5 ≥ 9.

To see this, note that if x2 = 1, then S includes only even vertices; otherwise, the
rightmost odd vertex and the rightmost even vertex would each contribute 1 to x2, giving
x2 ≥ 2. Moreover, since S contains 0 and 16, it must contain every even vertex between, in
order to prevent any vertex other than the rightmost from contributing to x2. The 8 even
vertices z = 0 through z = 14 each have z − 16 /∈ S, so x−16 ≥ 8, and the 9 even vertices
z = 0 through z = 16 each have z + 5 /∈ S, so x5 ≥ 9.

Claim B.8.3. x5 ≥ 3.
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To see this, note that the rightmost vertex from each equivalence class (mod 5) will
contribute 1 to x5. We already have 0, 16 ∈ S, so the equivalence classes 0 and 1 are
represented. But the equivalence class 1 is only reachable from equivalence class 2 (via a
downward step of length 16) and from equivalence class 4 (via an upward step of length 2).
Hence S must contain an element from one of the equivalence classes 2 or 4 (mod 5), and
therefore at least three equivalence classes are represented, so x5 ≥ 3.

Claim B.8.4. If x5 = 3, then x−16 ≥ 7, and x2 ≥ 8.

We first note that since each equivalence class contributes only 1 to x5, all elements in
each equivalence class must form an unbroken arithmetic progression from the lowest to the
highest. That is, letting zleast

i and zgreatest
i be, respectively, the least and greatest z such that

z ≡ i (mod 5) and z ∈ S, we have {zleast
i , zleast

i + 5, zleast
i + 10, . . . , zgreatest

i } ⊂ S. We now
examine two separate cases.

Case 1: S contains elements from equivalence classes 0,1, and 2 (mod 5).
Since S contains no elements from equivalence class 4, equivalence zleast

1 can only be
reached from equivalence class 2, which occurs via a leftward step of length 16. Thus zleast

1 +
16 ∈ S. On the other hand, since S contains no elements from equivalence class 3, equivalence
class 2 can only be reached from equivalence class 0, via a rightward step of length 2. Thus
zleast

2 − 2 ∈ S.
Therefore, the path

0→ 5→ 10→ · · · → (zleast
2 − 2)→ zleast

2 → · · · → (zleast
1 + 16)→ zleast

1 → · · · → 16→ 0

is in S. All steps marked out by ellipses are upward steps of length 5. It follows that this is
a path of length 9, since any other number of steps would result in ending at a point other
than 0.

All the vertices in equivalence class 0 contribute 1 to x−16, since stepping down by 16
would reach a vertex in equivalence class 4, which cannot be in S. Vertices from the path
that are in equivalence class 2, other than zleast

1 +16, are less than zleast
1 +16, and so stepping

down by 16 reaches a vertex that is in equivalence class 1 but not in S. And all vertices from
the path that are in equivalence class 1, other than 16, are less than 16, so stepping down
by 16 reaches a vertex not in S. Thus all but two of the vertices from the path shown will
contribute 1 to x−16, and therefore x−16 ≥ 7.

Now all the vertices in equivalence classes 1 or 2 contribute 1 to x2, since stepping to the
right by 2 reaches a vertex in equivalence class 3 or 4. And vertices in equivalence class 0
that are less than zleast

2 − 2 also contribute to x2, since stepping to the right by 2 reaches a
vertex in equivalence class 2 but less than zleast

2 . Thus, all but one of the vertices shown in
this path contribute to x2, so x2 ≥ 8.

Case 2: S contains elements from equivalence classes 0,1, and 4 (mod 5).
By a similar argument to that given in Case 1, the path

0→ 5→ 10→ · · · → (zleast
4 + 16)→ zleast

4 → · · · → (zleast
1 − 2)→ zleast

1 → · · · → 16→ 0

is in S. All steps marked out by ellipses are upward steps of length 5. It follows that this is
a path of length 9, since any other number of steps would result in ending at a point other
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than 0. Now, for z = 0, 5, 10, zleast
4 + 11, we have z − 16 ≡ 4 (mod 5), but z − 16 < zleast

4 ,
so z − 16 /∈ S and z contributes 1 to x−16. Moreover, zleast

4 and every subsequent vertex
are all less than 16 (except, of course, for 16 itself), so they all contribute 1 to x−16. Thus,
x−16 ≥ 7.

Moreover, all vertices in equivalence class 0 or 1 contribute 1 to x2, since S has no vertices
in equivalence class 2 or 4. And all but one of the vertices z in equivalence class 4 are strictly
less than zleast

1 −2, so that z+ 2 /∈ S. Hence all but one of the vertices in the loop contribute
to x2, so x2 ≥ 8.

Claim B.8.5. If x2 = 2, then x5 ≥ 5.

If x2 = 2, then S contains even and odd elements (because the only even upward jumps
are of length 2, a strongly connected S with only even elements would have x2 = 1). It
therefore must contain every even number, from its least even number to its greatest even
number. In particular, it must contain S1 = [0, 16]. This is enough to include at least one
representative from every equivalence class (mod 5). The greatest element of S in each of
these equivalence classes contributes 1 to x5, so x5 ≥ 5.

Claim B.8.6. If x2 = 2, then x5 + x−16 ≥ 17 and x−16 ≥ 9.

We have already established that if x2 = 2, then S contains S1 = [0, 16] and at least
one odd number. Now S1 has x−16 = 8 and x5 = 9. The odd number will also contribute
1 to x−16, giving the bound x−16 ≥ 9. The set S1 includes 8, which is in equivalence class
3 (mod 5), and two elements of each of the equivalence classes 0,1,2, and 4. Each of the
equivalence classes must contribute at least 1 to x5, and for any of the classes 0,1,2, or
4 to avoid contributing 2, the odd number in between the two even numbers from that
equivalence class must be contained in S. This saves 1 from x5 but adds 1 to x−16, thus
keeping x5 + x−16 ≥ 17.

Claim B.8.7. βS ≥ min(βS1 , βS2 , βS3 , βS4).

We know βS must have x5 ≥ 3 by Claim B.8.3. By Claim B.8.4, if x5 = 3, then βS ≥
7α−16 + 8α2 + 3α5 = βS2 . Now suppose x5 ≥ 4. If x2 = 1, then βS ≥ 8α−16 +α2 + 9α5 = βS1

by Claim B.8.2. Now consider the case x2 = 2. Then x5 + x−16 ≥ 17 by Claim B.8.6. If
α5 > α−16, then since x5 ≥ 5 by Claim B.8.5, we have βS ≥ 12α−16+2α2+5α5 = βS4 . On the
other hand, if α−16 > α5, then by Claim B.8.6, βS ≥ 9α−16 +2α2 +8α5 > 8α−16 +α2 +9α5 =
βS1 . Now, if x2 ≥ 3, then by the assumption that x5 ≥ 4 and by Claim B.8.1, we have
βS ≥ 5α−16 + 3α2 + 4α5 = βS3 . This proves our final claim.

Now suppose the weights are α−16 = 1
67

, α2 = 15
67

, and α5 = 5
67

. We can check that
κ0 = 12α−16 + 2α2 + 5α5 = 1, achieved on the set S4 = {0, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 14, 16},
and that this is strictly less than βS1 , βS2 , and βS3 . By the proof of Claim B.8.6, any set S with
x−16 = 12, x2 = 2, x5 = 5 must contain a translation of {0, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 14, 16},
and a so there is no possibility that a set S which we did not consider, and which represents
a single loop, also achieves βS = 1. This means that the walk is expected to spend an
infinite amount of time in the set {0, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 14, 16} before ever leaving it,
but there is no single loop that the walk is expected to take infinitely many times before
deviating from it.
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C Notation

Here we collect notation that is used throughout the paper as a convenient reference.
General

• N = {1, 2, 3, . . .}. N0 = {0, 1, 2, . . .}. R≥0 = {x ∈ R : x ≥ 0}. R>0 = {x ∈ R : x > 0}.

• RWRE stands for random walk(s) in random environment(s). RWDE stands for ran-
dom walk(s) in Dirichlet environment(s).

• An environment ω on a countable vertex set V , the set ΩV of environments on V , and
the measurable space (ΩV ,FV ), are defined in Section 1.1.

• ωx = (ω(x, x + y))y∈Z is the environment ω viewed at site x only. For a set S ⊆ Z,
ωS = (ωx)x∈S.

• An ω with a subscript (e.g., ω1) or ω′ is usually used to denote a specific environment
when comparing multiple environments.

• Conditions (C1), (C2) (C3), and (C4) are defined right after the statement of Theorem
1.1.

• ∆I := {(xi)i∈I :
∑

i∈I xi = 1} is the simplex of a finite set I.

• θx is the left shift operator on environments ω, defined by θxω(a, b) = ω(x+ a, x+ b).

• We use interval notation to denote sets of consecutive integers in the state space Z,
rather than subsets of R. For example, [1,∞) denotes the set of integers to the right
of 0. However, we make one exception, using [0, 1] to denote the set of all real numbers
from 0 to 1.

Graphs

• A weighted directed graphH = (V,E,W ) is a vertex set V with an edge set E ⊆ V ×V ,
and a weight function w : E → R>0.

• If e = (x, y) ∈ E, we say that e is an edge from x to y, and we say the head of e is
e = y and the tail of e is e = x.

• For a vertex x ∈ V , the divergence of x in H is div(x) =
∑

e=xw(e) −
∑

e=xw(e). If
the divergence is zero for all x, we say the graph H has zero divergence.

• A set S ⊂ V is strongly connected if for all x, y ∈ S, there is a path from x to y in H
using only vertices in S.

• For a set S ⊆ V , βS is the sum of the weights of all edges exiting S. See (3).

• G is our “main graph.” It vertex set Z, edge set {(x, y) ∈ Z × Z : −L ≤ y − x ≤
R,αy−x > 0}, and weight function (x, y) 7→ αy−x.
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• GM is the finite graph with vertices [0,M ] that looks like G in the middle but is modified
to have zero divergence at the endpoints. It is defined in the proof of Theorem 1.1,
and used there as well as in the proof of Lemma 5.3.

• G+ is the half-infinite graph with vertex set [0,∞). It looks like G except near 0, where
it looks like GM . It can be thought of as a limit of GM as M →∞. It is defined at the
beginning of Section 5.2. Its crucial property is given by Lemma 5.3, which is used in
the proofs of Proposition 5.4, Proposition 5.5, and Theorem 1.6.

Parameters

• (αi)
R
i=−L are Dirichlet parameters for random transition probability vectors. It is as-

sumed that α−L and αR are positive.

• d+ =
∑R

i=1 iαi, and d− =
∑−1

i=−L |i|αi.

• c+ =
∑R

i=1 αi, and c− =
∑−1

i=−L αi.

• κ1 = d+ − d− =
∑R

i=−L iαi.

• κ0 = inf{βS : S ⊂ Z finite, strongly connected} is the minimum weight exiting a finite,
strongly connected subset of G.

• m0 is an integer large enough that every interval of length m0 is strongly connected in
G, and also large enough that m0 ≥ max(L,R).

Probability measures

• For a given weighted directed graph H = (V,E,W ), PH is the Dirichlet law on en-
vironments corresponding to H; that is, the measure on ΩV under which transition
probabilities at the various vertices x ∈ V are independent, and for each vertex
x ∈ V , (ω(x, e))e=x is distributed according to a Dirichlet distribution with param-
eters (w(e))e=x. (Or, if V ⊂ Z, we let PH be any measure on ΩZ whose marginals on
ΩV are as described.)

• PG is the main measure on ΩZ that we study in this paper. That is, PG is the Dirichlet
measure on environments corresponding to G, so that for each x, the transition proba-
bility vector (ω(x, y))αy−x>0 is distributed as a Dirichlet random vector with parameters
(αi)αi>0.

Functions of a walk
For all of the functions below, we often suppress the argument of the function as is

traditional with random variables. Sometimes, however, we leave the argument in when it
is necessary for clarity.

• Hx(X) = inf{n ≥ 0 : Xn = x} is the first time the walk (X) hits x. We often suppress
the X.

57



REFERENCES REFERENCES

• H̃x(X) = inf{n > 0 : Xn = x} is the first nonzero time X hits x.

• Nx(X) = #{n ∈ N0 : Xn = x} is the total amount of time X spends at x.

• For a subset S ⊂ Z, HS(X) = minx∈S Hx(X), and NS(X) =
∑

x∈S Nx(X).

• NS
x (X) = #{0 ≤ n ≤ HSc : Xn = x} is the amount of time X spends at x before

leaving the subset S.

• Nx,y(X) = #
{
n ≥ 0 : Xn = x, sup{k < n : Xk = y} > sup{k < n : Xk = x}

}
is the

number of times the walk hits x after more recently having hit y, or the number of
“trips from y to x”.

• N ′x,y(X) := #
{
n ∈ N0 : Xn ≤ x, sup{j < n : Xj ≥ y} > sup{j < n : Xj ≤ x}

}
is the

number of trips leftward across [x, y].

Cascade and bi-infinite walk

• A cascade is a set of finite (continuous-time) walks, one started at each point in Z.
The walk starting at each point terminates when it reaches or passes the next multiple
of R.

• Xa = (Xa
n)∞n=0 is the infinite walk obtained by concatenating the finite walk starting

at a with the walk starting at the point where it terminates, the walk started at the
point where that one terminates, and so on.

• X = (Xn)n∈Z is the bi-infinite walk obtained by this process.

• Nx, Hx, Nx,y, and so on are defined analogously to Nx, Hx, Nx,y, and so on, but with
n ≥ 0 replaced with n ∈ Z.
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[13] Nathanaël Enriquez and Christophe Sabot. Edge oriented reinforced random walks and
rwre. Comptes Rendus Mathematique, 335:941–946, 05 2002.

[14] Xiaoquin Guo and Ofer Zeitouni. Quenched invariance principle for random walks
in balanced random environment. Probab. Theory Relat. Fields, 152(1–2):207–230, 02
2012.

[15] M.S. Keane and S.W.W. Rolles. Tubular recurrence. Acta Mathematica Hungarica,
97:207–221, 2002.

[16] H. Kesten. A renewal theorem for random walk in a random environment. Proc. Sympos.
Pure Math., 31:67–77, 1977.

[17] H. Kesten, M. V. Kozlov, and F. Spitzer. A limit law for random walk in a random
environment. Compositio Mathematica, 30(2):145–168, 1975.

[18] Eric S. Key. Recurrence and transience criteria for random walk in a random environ-
ment. Ann. Probab., 12(2):529–560, 05 1984.

[19] Gregory F Lawler. Weak convergence of a random walk in a random environment.
Communications in Mathematical Physics, 87(1):81–87, 1982.

[20] Alexander Roitershtein. Transient random walks on a strip in a random environment.
Ann. Probab., 36(6):2354–2387, 11 2008.

[21] Christophe Sabot. Ballistic random walks in random environment at low disorder. The
Annals of Probability, 32(4):2996 – 3023, 2004.

59



REFERENCES REFERENCES

[22] Christophe Sabot. Random walks in random dirichlet environment are transient in
dimension d ≥ 3. Probab. Theory Relat. Fields, 151(1):297–317, 10 2011.

[23] Christophe Sabot. Random dirichlet environment viewed from the particle in dimension
d ≥ 3. Ann. Probab., 41(2):722–743, 03 2013.

[24] Christophe Sabot and Laurent Tournier. Reversed dirichlet environment and directional
transience of random walks in dirichlet environment. Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré Probab.
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